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I will not use all the time I have yield-
ed myself.

f

THE IMPORTANCE OF THE U.S.
RELATIONSHIP WITH KUWAIT

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. President, I
rise on an issue of great importance to
me, personally, and I believe many
other Members of the Senate.

Winston Churchill once noted that
nations whose sons fight and die to-
gether forever change their relation-
ship. Seven years ago, the United
States and Kuwait tragically shared
this experience. The liberation of Ku-
wait forever changed the relationships
between our two peoples. Though our
cultures and the faiths of many are dif-
ferent, we share a sense of national
independence and, I believe, a growing
awareness of a burgeoning potential for
democracy in Kuwait.

It was, therefore, extremely disturb-
ing on November 19, 1997, when several
members of the Islamic faction in Par-
liament in Kuwait sought the ouster of
the Minister of Information, Sheikh
Saud Al-Nasir Al-Sabah. It did so be-
cause of an allegation that he per-
mitted books to be displayed at a book
fair which fundamentalists deemed to
be offensive. Members of this Senate—
indeed, many people in the administra-
tion—not only know Sheikh Saud Al-
Nasir Al-Sabah well, they consider him
a friend. During the darkest days of the
invasion and occupation of Kuwait, he
was the voice of that Nation in the
United States. We trusted him. More,
perhaps, than anyone we know in Ku-
waiti society, he rallied support to the
liberation of his country.

These allegations against him we
now recognize were little more than an
effort by Islamic fundamentalists to
extend their control over the Ministry
of Information, which would have
changed the nature of the political sys-
tem in Kuwait. Judgments about Ku-
wait’s future are for the Kuwaiti peo-
ple, obviously, and entirely. But I be-
lieve as friends of that Nation who
have fought and died with them, we all
have a stake in the growing movement
of that society for free expression.

I know my colleagues join me with
some relief and considerable pride in
that in a reformed Government follow-
ing this incident, Sheikh Saud Al-Nasir
Al-Sabah was kept as Oil Minister. In-
deed, not only did he remain in the
Government, therefore, but he received
a promotion.

I know the people of Kuwait have
been traumatized by this effort,
through this emergence of Islamic fac-
tions within their political system, to
extend their control and threaten ris-
ing elements of democracy in their so-
ciety. I trust that Kuwaiti democracy
will be the stronger for this experience,
that the people of Kuwait will not only
understand but appreciate the interests
of the U.S. Senate in the political sys-
tem of that country, since the concept
of the government and free expression
in Kuwait is so much a part of our mu-

tual understanding for the defense of
that society.

I yield the floor.

f

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning
business is closed.

f

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1999

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now
resume consideration of S. 2057, which
the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
A bill (S. 2057) to authorize appropriations

for the fiscal year 1999 for military activities
of the Department of Defense, for military
construction, and for defense activities of
the Department of Energy, to prescribe per-
sonal strengths for such fiscal year for the
Armed Forces, and for other purposes.

The Senate resumed consideration of
the bill.

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that a list of
staff that I send to the desk, be per-
mitted the privilege of the floor during
the pendency of the Department of De-
fense authorization bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The list of staff follows:
ARMED SERVICES COMMITTEE STAFF MEMBERS

Les Brownlee, Staff Director
George Lauffer, Deputy Staff Director
Scott Stucky, General Counsel
David Lyles, Minority Staff Director
Peter Levine, Minority Counsel
Charlie Abell
John R. Barnes
Stuart H. Cain
Lucia Monica Chavez
Christine E. Cowart
Daniel J. Cox, Jr.
Madelyn R. Creedon
Richard D. DeBobes
John DeCrosta
Marie F. Dickinson
Keaveny Donovan
Shawn H. Edwards
Jonathan L. Etherton
Pamela L. Farrell
Richard W. Fieldhouse
Maria A. Finley
Cristina W. Fiori
Jan Gordon
Creighton Greene
Gary M. Hall
Patrick ‘‘PT’’ Henry
Larry J. Hoag
Andrew W. Johnson
Melinda M. Koutsoumpas
Lawrence J. Lanzillotta
Henry C. Leventis
Paul M. Longsworth
Stephen L. Madey, Jr.
Michael J. McCord
J. Reaves McLeod
John H. Miller
Ann M. Mittermeyer
Bert K. Mizusawa
Cindy Pearson
Sharen E. Reaves
Sarah J. Ritch
Moultrie D. Roberts
Cord A. Sterling
Eric H. Thoemmes

Roslyne D. Turner

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President,
today the Senate begins consideration
of S–2057, the National Defense Author-
ization Act for Fiscal Year 1999. I want
to thank all members of the Commit-
tee who have worked so hard this year
to bring this bill to the floor. I particu-
larly want to thank Senator LEVIN, the
Ranking Member, for his cooperative
support.

I also want to acknowledge the con-
tributions of Senator COATS, Senator
KEMPTHORNE, and Senator GLENN. This
will be their last defense authorization
bill. On behalf of the committee and
the Senate, I want to thank them for
their dedication to the national secu-
rity of our country and their support
for the young men and women who
serve in our armed forces. We will miss
these three outstanding Senators who
have served our country and the com-
mittee so well.

Mr. President, I also want to express
my appreciation to the members of the
staff of the Senate Armed Services
Committee. We on the Committee are
very proud of our staff. I believe that
we have the most competent and pro-
fessional staff on Capitol Hill. They
work well together in a very bi-par-
tisan way and all of us on the Commit-
tee are indebted to them for their self-
less dedication. I ask unanimous con-
sent that a list of the members of the
staff be included following my re-
marks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 1.)
Mr. THURMOND. This is the 40th de-

fense authorization bill on which I
have worked since I joined the Armed
Services Committee in 1959. It is my
fourth as Chairman of the committee
and as I indicated earlier this year,
while I intend to remain on the Com-
mittee, this will be my last year as
Chairman. I look forward to the floor
debate on this bill as well as the con-
ference with the House. I am hopeful
that we are able to complete the bill
and send it to the President before the
July 4th recess. It is essential that we
complete floor action before the Memo-
rial Day recess in order to meet this
ambitious schedule.

We have accelerated significantly our
process this year. I cannot recall ever
bringing the defense authorization bill
to the floor this early in the year. If we
are successful in completing conference
in late June, we may be setting a mod-
ern day record.

Mr. President, the Defense Author-
ization bill for Fiscal Year 1999 which I
bring before the Senate today is only
3.1 percent of Gross Domestic Prod-
uct—the lowest since 1940. Defense out-
lays peaked in 1986 at 6.5 percent.
President Reagan’s defense buildup was
one of the great investments in our his-
tory. As a result of President Reagan’s
strong leadership and our strengthened
military, we won the Cold War. There-
fore, we have been able to reduce our
defense force structure. These reduc-
tions enabled the Nation to reduce the
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deficit and achieve a balanced budget.
The victory in the Cold War and the re-
sulting peace dividend, which began, by
the way, under President Reagan, is
now saving us over $250 billion per
year—the major factor in achieving a
balanced budget.

Mr. President, we haven’t debated
the levels for defense spending on the
floor of the Senate for some time.
Maybe its because defense doesn’t rank
very high these days in the polls which
reflect the concerns of the American
people. Or maybe it’s because everyone
assumes that the defense budget is ade-
quate and there is no reason to debate
it. I am concerned first of all because I
believe there is a clear shortfall be-
tween the ambitious foreign policy of
this Administration and the resources
we are willing to provide for national
defense.

The operational tempo of our mili-
tary forces is at an all time high.
American forces are deployed literally
around the globe. The foreign policy of
this Administration has raised the
number of separate deployments to the
highest in our history. Our servicemen
and women spend more and more time
away from their homes and families on
more frequent and extended deploy-
ments. As a result, recruiting grows
more difficult and retention is becom-
ing an extremely serious problem—es-
pecially for pilots.

We are also beginning to see increas-
ing indicators of readiness problems.
Spare parts shortages, increased can-
nibalization, declining operational
readiness rates, cross-decking of criti-
cal weapons, equipment and personnel
foretell a potential emergence of readi-
ness difficulties that could seriously
cripple our military forces in the very
near future. The Chiefs of the military
services indicate that they are on the
margin in readiness and modernization.
The Chief of one of our military serv-
ices has recently stated orally as well
as in writing that his budget for fiscal
year 1999 is, for the third year in a row,
inadequate.

While, at the present time, the Amer-
ican people may not be expressing con-
cern about threats to our national se-
curity or the readiness of our armed
forces, we in the Senate are not re-
lieved of our responsibilities to ensure
that we have capable, effective mili-
tary forces ready to defend our nation’s
vital interests. It is our job in the Con-
gress to examine the readiness and ca-
pability of our armed forces and ensure
that we have provided adequate re-
sources and guidance to the Secretary
of Defense so that he can carry out his
mission to protect our national secu-
rity. I believe, as I have stated so many
times on this floor, that nothing that
we do here in the Congress is as impor-
tant as providing for our national secu-
rity. I intend to continue to make this
point whenever I believe that we in the
Senate may not be paying enough at-
tention to this most critical issue.

Mr. President, the Congress has en-
deavored over the past several years to

shore up our defense budgets with an-
nual add-ons. However, reductions in
the defense budgets over the last 3
years to pay for Bosnia have deni-
grated the effect of those Congressional
plus-ups. Almost half of the $21 billion
we added to the defense budgets over
the last 3 years, which was intended to
enhance readiness and modernization,
was spent instead for operations in
Bosnia. The maintenance of our forces
in Bosnia and in the Persian Gulf,
places great strain on our military
forces and budgets.

As many of you are aware, we have
been forced to cope with a $3.6 billion
outlay shortfall in the defense budget
resulting from scoring differences be-
tween the Office of Management and
Budget and the Congressional Budget
Office. The Chairman of the Budget
Committee, Senator DOMENICI has been
very helpful in working out a solution
to help alleviate this problem. I am
sure the Chairman of the Appropria-
tions Committee joins me in thanking
Senator DOMENICI and his staff for
their assistance.

Under the budget agreement, we have
not added funds to the defense budget
this year. I do not believe that a major-
ity of Senators would support adding
funds to the defense budget in violation
of the budget agreement. Therefore, we
have conducted our markup consistent
with the budget agreement. However, I
have stated in the past and I say again,
I believe that we are not providing ade-
quate funds for defense. The Chairmen
and Ranking Members of the House Na-
tional Security Committee have also
called for increases in the defense
budget. It remains my firm belief that
we should provide additional funds for
our national security.

In this bill, the Committee has
achieved a balance among near-term
readiness; long-term readiness, through
investments in modernization infra-
structure and research and develop-
ment; force levels; quality of life and
ensuring an adequate, safe and reliable
nuclear weapons capability. The Com-
mittee modified the budget request to
improve operations and achieve greater
efficiencies and savings and to elimi-
nate spending that does not contribute
directly to the national security of the
United States.

The Committee recommended provi-
sions to provide a 3.1 percent pay raise
for the uniformed services; to enhance
the ability of the services to recruit
and retain quality personnel; and to re-
store appropriate funding levels for the
construction and maintenance of both
bachelor and family housing. The bill
recommends increased investment in
research and development activities to
ensure that the Department of Defense
can leverage advances in technology.

The Committee remains concerned
about the level of resources available
for the reserve components and the
continued lack of a spirit of coopera-
tion between the active and reserve
forces. The Committee recommended a
number of policy initiatives and spend-

ing increases intended to continue the
improvement of the readiness of the re-
serve forces and to permit greater use
of the expertise and capabilities of the
reserve components. One such measure
is the authority for the reserve compo-
nents to prepare to respond to domes-
tic emergencies involving the use or in-
tended use of a weapon of mass de-
struction. I am proud to be able to rec-
ommend this important legislation
which will enable the Nation to be pre-
pared for the most unimaginable ter-
rorist incident.

I do want to tell my colleagues that
this defense bill does not include a long
list of new major projects or new ini-
tiatives. Quite simply, there is no
money to support new major projects
or new initiatives. However, I should
note that over the past three or four
years, the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices has produced defense bills with
major new program starts, reforms of
the acquisition process, initiatives re-
lated to missile defense and counter
proliferation, and programs to achieve
efficiencies and enhance readiness. The
Secretary of Defense must now imple-
ment these major programs. As the De-
partment of Defense executes the pro-
grams we enacted over the past several
years, I anticipate that they will come
back to the Congress to suggest modi-
fications addressing areas in which
they believe they need additional flexi-
bility.

Mr. President, I would like to remind
my colleagues that any amendments to
the defense authorization bill that
would increase spending should be ac-
companied by offsetting reductions.

Mr. President, this is a sound bill. It
provides a road map to take our Na-
tion’s Armed Forces into the 21st cen-
tury. I urge my colleagues to join the
Members of the Armed Services Com-
mittee and pass this bill with a strong
bipartisan vote.

I yield the floor.
EXHIBIT I

ARMED SERVICES COMMITTEE STAFF MEMBERS

Les Brownlee, Staff Director
George Lauffer, Deputy Staff Director
Scott Stucky, General Counsel
David Lyles, Minority Staff Director
Peter Levine, Minority Counsel
Charlie Abell
John R. Barnes
Stuart H. Cain
Lucia Monica Chavez
Christine E. Cowart
Daniel J. Cox, Jr.
Madelyn R. Creedon
Richard D. DeBobes
John DeCrosta
Marie F. Dickinson
Keaveny Donovan
Shawn H. Edwards
Jonathan L. Etherton
Pamela L. Farrell
Richard W. Fieldhouse
Maria A. Finley
Cristina W. Fiori
Jan Gordon
Creighton Greene
Gary M. Hall
Patrick ‘‘PT’’ Henry
Larry J. Hoag
Andrew W. Johnson
Melinda M. Koutsoumpas
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Lawrence J. Lanzillotta
Henry C. Leventis
Paul M. Longsworth
Stephen L. Madey, Jr.
Michael J. McCord
J. Reaves McLeod
John H. Miller
Ann M. Mittermeyer
Bert K. Mizusawa
Cindy Pearson
Sharen E. Reaves
Sarah J. Ritch
Moultrie D. Roberts
Cord A. Sterling
Eric H. Thoemmes
Roslyne D. Turner

Mr. LEVIN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Michigan.
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I am

pleased to join the chairman of our
committee in bringing the defense au-
thorization bill for fiscal year 1999 to
the floor. As we all know, as Senator
THURMOND has so eloquently reminded
us, this is the last year that he will be
chairman of the Senate Armed Serv-
ices Committee, through his choice.
Therefore, it is the last year that he
will be bringing an authorization bill
to the floor. I just want to thank him
and commend him for the commitment
that he has made to our Nation’s de-
fense. It has been longstanding, it has
been a matter of keen devotion. It is
really a significant moment for me to
be here with him as this defense au-
thorization bill comes to the floor. I
know I am thanking him on behalf of
all of the members of our committee
and the Senate for the energy he has
placed into this issue of defense, secu-
rity, and this bill itself.

Mr. THURMOND. Thank you very
much.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, this is
also the final defense authorization bill
for three other members of our com-
mittee—Senators GLENN, COATS and
KEMPTHORNE. They will be leaving us
this year, also through their choice. We
will miss them keenly. They have all
made tremendous contributions to the
work of the Armed Services Committee
and to the national security of our
country. Sometimes their ways were
similar and sometimes they were dif-
ferent, but we are grateful for their
contributions. I wanted to note that as
we get to work on the defense author-
ization bill.

The bill that we bring to the floor
this morning is the product of several
months of hard work by the Armed
Services Committee. It is a large and
complicated bill that could not have
been produced without the dedicated
effort of our chairman, the other mem-
bers of our committee and our staffs. I
join Senator THURMOND in thanking
our staffs for their work.

While I don’t agree with everything
in this bill—none of us do or ever can
in a bill this big and complicated—I
think it will improve the quality of life
for the men and women in uniform and
for their families. It will continue the
process of modernization of our Armed
Forces to meet the threats of the fu-
ture.

Senator THURMOND has already sum-
marized the provisions of the bill. I will
just highlight a few provisions that
will make a significant contribution to
the national defense and to our men
and women in uniform.

The bill contains a 3.1 percent pay
raise for military personnel and au-
thorizes a number of bonuses to en-
hance our ability to recruit and retain
quality men and women for our armed
services.

The bill would authorize three health
care demonstration projects that would
address concerns about gaps in the
military health care system by requir-
ing the Department of Defense to pro-
vide health care to retired military
personnel and their families who are
over 65 and Medicare-eligible.

The bill contains a bipartisan De-
fense Commercial Pricing Management
Improvement Act, which would require
the Department to address manage-
ment problems in sole-source buying
practices.

The bill would provide funding for
the U.S.-Canada environmental clean-
up agreement, and for a new $24 million
initiative for the development of pollu-
tion prevention technology.

Finally, the bill includes a series of
other provisions that are designed to
assist the Secretary of Defense in his
effort to streamline our defense infra-
structure and improve the Depart-
ment’s so-called ‘‘tooth-to-tail’’ ratio.
These provisions would require reduc-
tions in DOD headquarters staff; ex-
tend current personnel authorities
available to the Department to assist
in downsizing; encourage public-pri-
vate competition in the provision of
support services; require improvements
in the Department’s inventory manage-
ment and financial management sys-
tems; enable the Department to under-
take needed reforms in travel manage-
ment and the movement of household
goods; and require the Department to
streamline its test and evaluation in-
frastructure.

Mr. President, the committee was
presented with a dilemma on the Air
Force’s F–22 fighter program. Although
there is broad support for achieving the
revolutionary capability the F–22 pro-
gram promises, a number of us remain
concerned about the degree of overlap
between development, testing, and pro-
duction in the program. Four years
ago, we expected that 27 percent of the
flight testing hours would have been
completed before the Air Force signed
a contract for the first production air-
craft. Last year, that number had fall-
en to 14 percent. This year, the com-
mittee was faced with the Air Force’s
plan of signing a production contract
with only four percent of the flight
testing completed.

The bill would address this problem
by making the long-lead funding for
the six F–22 aircraft in FY 2000 contin-
gent upon certifications by the Sec-
retary of the Air Force that: (1) ade-
quate flight testing has been conducted
to address technical risk in the pro-

gram; and (2) the financial benefits of
going forward with the program exceed
the financial risks.

I am also pleased that the bill con-
tains a provision to encourage and fa-
cilitate organ donation by service men
and women. Organ donation represents,
in my view, one of the most remark-
able success stories in the history of
medicine. Over the past several years,
the Department of Defense has made
some strides in increasing the aware-
ness among service members of the im-
portance of organ donation. With our
encouragement, DOD has included
organ donation decisions in their auto-
mated medical databases, and estab-
lished policies that give service mem-
bers regular opportunities to state a
desire to become organ donors upon
their deaths.

In an effort to enhance the value of
these initiatives, the bill provides the
framework in which DOD will provide
each new recruit and officer candidate
information about organ donation dur-
ing their initial weeks of training, and
will include organ donation procedures
in the training of medical personnel
and in the development of medical
equipment and logistical systems. This
initiative is likely to have a vital im-
pact on the survival of countless indi-
viduals who will, one day, benefit from
organs donated by service men and
women.

From the beginning of the year, Sec-
retary Cohen and the Joints Chiefs of
Staff have stressed three things that
they would like to achieve in this bill:

First, they have requested authority
to close excess military bases in order
to fund their modernization priorities
in the next decade;

Second, they have urged us not to un-
dermine military training and readi-
ness by reducing operations and main-
tenance budgets; and

Third, they have urged us to provide
the necessary funding to support U.S.
military operations in Bosnia during
FY 1999 in a manner that does not cut
into current levels of DOD funding.

I would say that the committee has
achieved roughly one and a half of
these three goals.

First, the bill before us would au-
thorize $1.9 billion for continued U.S.
military operations in Bosnia, in the
manner requested by the Department. I
am sure that many Members will want
to be heard on this subject as we de-
bate this bill. At the appropriate time
I intend to offer my own amendment,
which would ensure that the President
reports to the Congress on progress to-
ward achieving benchmarks toward im-
plementation of the Dayton Accord
with an exit strategy and that the Con-
gress has an opportunity to vote on the
continued presence of U.S. ground com-
bat forces in Bosnia beyond June 30,
1999.

Second, the Armed Services Commit-
tee did a reasonable job of funding
training and readiness, given the budg-
etary constraints under which we were
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operating. Overall, the bill would re-
duce operations and maintenance fund-
ing by roughly $300 million, but these
cuts would be achieved through reduc-
tions for fuel savings, foreign currency
fluctuations, and civilian underexecu-
tion—which, if DOD’s and CBO’s pre-
dictions prove right, should not have a
significant negative impact on mili-
tary training and readiness.

On the other hand, the Secretary has
asked us not to cut operations and
maintenance accounts at all, because
any cuts to these accounts pose some
risk of a negative impact on training
and readiness. We have been hearing
complaints for several years now that
the Administration has not provided
adequate funding for military training
and readiness. If we are not able to in-
crease the level of O&M funding in con-
ference, the cuts in this bill mean that
Congress must share responsibility
with the Department of Defense for
any training and readiness problems
resulting from O&M funding shortfalls
that DOD may experience in the next
year.

On the third point, I am deeply dis-
appointed that the Armed Services
Committee has again filed to authorize
a new base closure round, as requested
by the Secretary of Defense, the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, the Quadrennial De-
fense Review, and the Joint Chiefs of
Staff. The Secretary’s Report on Base
Closures from Secretary Cohen con-
tains almost 1,800 pages of backup ma-
terial. It is responsive to those who
said last year that we need a thorough
analysis before we can reach a decision
on the need for more base closures.

The Report reaffirms that DOD still
has more bases than it needs. From
1989 to 1997, DOD reduced total active
duty military endstrength by 32 per-
cent, a figure that will grow to 36 per-
cent by 2003. Even after 4 base closure
rounds, the reduction in DOD’s base
structure in the United States has been
reduced only 21 percent.

DOD’s analysis concluded that DOD
has about 23 percent excess capacity in
its current base structure. For exam-
ple, by 2003:

The Army will have reduced the per-
sonnel at its classroom training com-
mands by 43 percent, while classroom
space will have been reduced by only 7
percent.

The Air Force will have reduced the
number of fighters and other small air-
craft by 53 percent since 1989, while the
base structure for those aircraft will be
only 35 percent smaller.

The Navy will have 33 percent more
hangars for its aircraft than it re-
quires.

Secretary Cohen’s report also docu-
ments the substantial savings that
have been achieved from past base clo-
sure rounds. Between 1990 and 2001,
DOD estimates that BRAC actions will
produce a total of $13.5 billion in net
savings. After 2001, when all of the
BRAC actions must be completed,
steady state savings will be $5.6 billion
per year.

Based on the savings from the first
four BRAC rounds, every year we delay
another base closure round, we deny
the Defense Department, and the tax-
payers, about $1.5 billion in annual sav-
ings that we can never recoup by
studying to death the question of sav-
ings from previous rounds. In his re-
port on base closures last month, Sec-
retary Cohen stated: ‘‘More than any
other initiative we can take today,
BRAC will shape the quality and
strength of the forces protecting Amer-
ica in the 21st century.’’ General
Shelton told our committee: ‘‘I strong-
ly support additional base closures.
Without them we will not leave our
successors the warfighting dominance
of today’s force.’’

Admiral Jay Johnson, the Chief of
Naval Operations, stated:

This is more than about budgeting. It’s
about protecting American interests, Amer-
ican citizens, American soldiers, sailors, air-
men, and Marines. We owe them the best
force we can achieve. Reducing excess infra-
structure will help take us there and is
clearly a military necessity.

Mr. President, closing bases is a pain-
ful process. I know that as well as any-
one. All three Air Force bases in my
state have been closed, and we are still
working to overcome the economic
blow to those communities. We have
heard a lot of complaints in the last
year about inadequate funds for mod-
ernization or for readiness. I am sure
that we will hear more such complaints
in the next year. But we don’t have
much standing to be critical of DOD for
underfunding important defense needs
if we don’t allow them to do what Sec-
retary Cohen and the Chiefs have re-
peatedly said they need to do—close
unneeded bases.

There are several other issues in the
bill that concern me. I am disappointed
by the committee’s cuts in the Depart-
ment of Energy’s stockpile stewardship
program, which Secretary Peña says
will have a real and dramatic impact
on our ability to maintain the safety
and reliability of our nuclear weapons
stockpile and undermine confidence in
our nuclear deterrent. I am dis-
appointed by the cuts we have made in
the chemical demilitarization program,
which may make it impossible for the
United States to comply with our obli-
gations under the Chemical Weapons
Convention. And I am disappointed
that we have funded several weapons
systems for which the Department of
Defense says that it has no current
need. I look forward to amendments
that will improve the bill in these and
other areas in the course of our debate.

Mr. President, I know that there will
be some vigorous debate on this bill,
and I hope Senators will come to the
floor and offer their amendments so
that we can complete Senate action on
the bill in a timely manner then go to
conference with the House.

I must leave here for perhaps a half
hour to an hour. I note that Senator
CLELAND will be floor managing the
bill for this side of the aisle. This is an

important day for us. I know it is
meaningful for him, but it is an impor-
tant day for us and for this institution,
and for this country to note that Sen-
ator CLELAND, who is truly a hero for
all of us, is now managing this bill. I
can’t think of anyone I would rather
have do that, anyone in whom I have
greater confidence to protect this Na-
tion’s interest, as he always has, than
Senator CLELAND.

I yield the floor.
AMENDMENT NO. 2399

(Purpose: To increase the amount for classi-
fied programs by $275,000,000, and to offset
the increase by reducing the amount for
Air Force procurement for the Advance
Medium Air-to-Air Missile System pro-
gram by $21,058,000, and by reducing the
amount for Defense-wide research, develop-
ment, test, and evaluation for engineering
and manufacturing development under the
Theater High Area Defense program by
$253,942,000)

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
send an amendment to the desk and
ask for its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from South Carolina [Mr.

THURMOND], for himself and Mr. LEVIN, pro-
poses an amendment numbered 2399.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
In section 103(2), strike out ‘‘$2,375,803,000’’

and insert in lieu thereof ‘‘$2,354,745,000’’.
In section 201(3), strike out ‘‘$13,398,993,000’’

and insert in lieu thereof ‘‘$13,673,993,000’’.
In section 201(4), strike out ‘‘$9,837,764,000’’

and insert in lieu thereof ‘‘$9,583,822,000’’.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
rise to offer an amendment on behalf of
the Armed Services Committee.

This amendment implements an
agreement between the Armed Services
Committee and the Intelligence Com-
mittee. Pursuant to this agreement,
the Armed Services Committee has
agreed to reduce by $275 million funds
in the pending bill for nonintelligence
programs and to increase by $275 mil-
lion funds for the next Foreign Intel-
ligence Program, which is also part of
this bill.

The Armed Services Committee has
considered the range and options for
implementing this agreement, all of
which involve making difficult choices
to cut defense programs. After consid-
erable deliberation, the committee has
decided to reduce funding for the Thea-
ter High Altitude Area Defense Pro-
gram by $250 million and the Advanced
Medium Range Air-To-Air Missile Sys-
tem by $21 million. These funds are
now assigned to these two programs.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, the DoD
authorization bill, as reported, includes
a cut of some $550 million in classified
intelligence programs. I serve on both
the Armed Services and the Intel-
ligence Committees. I am very aware
of the tough choices that members of
both committees have to make in dis-
charging our respective responsibil-
ities. However, I must say that the
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magnitude of this cut to intelligence
programs disturbed me, as it did other
members of the Committee.

Based on these concerns, the Com-
mittee agreed during the markup of
the Defense Authorization Bill to try
to come to some compromise with the
Intelligence Committee that would re-
duce the magnitude of this reduction.
This amendment restores $275 million
of the original reduction made by the
Committee. I am glad that we have
worked together to achieve this out-
come.

The bulk of the funds to increase the
level of intelligence programs in this
amendment comes from one particular
program, the Theater High Altitude
Area Defense, or THAAD program. The
THAAD program is designed to meet a
theater missile defense requirement. I
have supported theater missile defense
programs like THAAD because we have
a clear requirement for theater missile
defense systems.

The THAAD program has had a num-
ber of testing failures, and two days
ago, there was another unfortunate
test failure in the program. Mr. Presi-
dent, this failure led the Committee to
the conclusion that it would be appro-
priate to adjust the fiscal year 1999
funding for the THAAD system. While
we do not know the full implications of
this test failure, it is clear that it
would now be premature for the
THAAD program to move from the
demonstration/validation phase of the
program to engineering and manufac-
turing development (EMD) next year as
proposed in the fiscal year 1999 budget.
The Committee amendment to the bill
implementing the agreement with the
Intelligence Committee eliminates
EMD funding for THAAD in fiscal year
1999, since it is unrealistic to expect
THAAD to enter EMD during that pe-
riod.

I must point out that the Committee
is proposing that the Senate make this
adjustment without prejudice to the
THAAD program. I believe that the
Committee will need to follow this pro-
gram as we proceed to conference with
the House on this bill. If it turns out
that we need to adjust this position to
one that is better for the underlying
THAAD program, I will work with
Chairman THURMOND to do just that.

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr.
President, I rise to address the com-
mittee amendment offered by the Sen-
ator from South Carolina and the Sen-
ator from Michigan. This amendment
implements agreements made between
the Armed Services Committee and the
Intelligence Committee. Pursuant to
this agreement, the Armed Services
Committee has agreed to reduce by $275
million funds in the pending bill for
non-intelligence programs, and to in-
crease by $275 million funds for the Na-
tional Foreign Intelligence Program,
which is also part of this bill.

The Armed Services Committee has
considered a range of options for imple-
menting this agreement, all of which
involve making difficult choices to cut

defense programs. After consideration
deliberation, the committee has de-
cided to reduce funding for the Theater
High Altitude Area Defense (THAAD)
program by $254 million and the Ad-
vanced Medium Range Air-to-Air Mis-
sile system by $21 million. The $21 mil-
lion in AMRAAM is now excess to pro-
gram requirements as a result of con-
tract negotiations between the Air
Force and the contractor. The funding
issue related to THAAD is more com-
plex.

We have all heard the news of Tues-
day’s THAAD test failure. This was the
fifth time in a row that THAAD has
filed to intercept a target. Although we
don’t have the details, we know that
there was an electrical failure in the
booster which caused the missile to
self-destruct early in flight. Whatever
impact this may have on the long-term
prospects for THAAD, judging by what
we now know it appears that the
THAAD program will not be able to
enter engineering and manufacturing
development (EMD) during fiscal year
1999.

In its markup of the Defense Author-
ization Bill, the committee expressed
concern that THAAD might not be able
to spend all of its EMD budget during
fiscal year 1999 even if the recent flight
test was a success. Therefore, the
markup included a reduction of $70
million in THAAD EMD. This left $254
million in the THAAD EMD budget,
$498 million in the THAAD Demonstra-
tion and Validation (Dem/Val) budget,
for a total of $752 in fiscal year 1999 for
THAAD.

With the recent test failure, however,
it will be virtually impossible for
THAAD to enter EMD during fiscal
year 1999, which means that the re-
maining $254 million of THAAD EMD
money cannot be spent.

I am very disappointed by the results
of the THAAD test, but I continue to
believe that this program is important
and must be permitted to proceed.
Therefore I believe that the Senate
should support the full budget request
of $497 million for THAAD demonstra-
tion and validation. Nonetheless, due
to the circumstances that the THAAD
program is now in, I believe the best
course of action to take now is to dis-
approve funding for THAAD to enter
EMD during FY99. I would remind the
Senate that this would leave almost
$500 million in the THAAD program
overall.

I would like to emphasize that I fully
support the THAAD program and I
would not have supported this reduc-
tion if I felt it would in any way hinder
current progress on the program. The
THAAD program is a critical upper-tier
theater missile defense program that
has encountered a setback, but I have
full confidence these programs can be
corrected and the program can move
forward to its next test.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, this
amendment has been agreed to on both
sides of the aisle. I now ask for a vote
on this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ENZ1). Is there further debate on the
amendment?

Mr. CLELAND. Mr. President, our
side supports the amendment. We
think it is a good compromise. We
think the staff and the committee did
an excellent job of putting this to-
gether. It was a difficult choice. But we
support the amendment.

I urge its adoption.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there

further debate on the amendment? If
not, the question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from South
Carolina.

The amendment (No. 2399) was agreed
to.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote by which
the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. CLELAND. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
now turn to Senator COATS for recogni-
tion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Indiana is recognized.

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I thank
the chairman for his recognition.

I want to also thank Senator LEVIN
for the kind remarks he made about
my service on the committee. It has
truly been an honor for me and a privi-
lege to serve for 10 years on the Armed
Services Committee. I say without res-
ervation that my service on that com-
mittee is the most enjoyable aspect of
anything I have done in the U.S. Sen-
ate. It is a truly bipartisan committee
working for one purpose: To strengthen
our Armed Forces, and to strengthen
our national security, and to provide
our men and women in uniform with
the very best that we can under obvi-
ously difficult budget conditions.

It is the first responsibility of gov-
ernment to provide for the common de-
fense. We are proud of the work that
our men and women in uniform have
done—their dedication, their commit-
ment, their sacrifice, their loyalty,
their duty, their honor—all virtues
which are in short supply in this coun-
try today. There are few institutions
left that honor those virtues. The mili-
tary is one of them.

It has been a great pleasure for me
over the past 10 years to be a part of
that, to help shape those forces to ad-
dress the needs and concerns, to look
to the future to see what is needed, and
to hopefully put in place those pro-
grams and policies that will address
those needs in the future. It has not
been easy.

The decade of the 1980s was clearly a
great time to be serving on that com-
mittee. We had a challenging and im-
portant time. We had a demonstrated
need. We had a demonstrated biparti-
san commitment to address that need,
and we had the resources to accomplish
that. It all culminated in the most ex-
traordinary and outstanding victory in
the history of warfare. The United



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S4855May 14, 1998
States’ and the allies’ performance in
Desert Shield and Desert Storm was
revolutionary in terms of the way war-
fare is dictated.

I will never forget the debate that we
had both in committee and on the floor
regarding what our participation
should be in that situation, and the au-
thorization for use of force, if nec-
essary. Those were difficult times. We
feared significant loss of life. And yet,
the magnificent synergy of quality per-
sonnel, quality leadership, quality
weapons, quality training, doctrine and
command resulted in something that
was truly extraordinary: A decisive
victory in a very short period of time
with minimal loss of life and injury—
creating a dominant military the world
has seldom witnessed in its history.

However, that was the culmination of
the decade of the 1980s. Those were de-
cisions that were made during the 1980s
in terms of how we structure our
forces, what kind of training and equip-
ment we provide them, how we develop
our leadership, and how we bring all of
that together. The 1990s have been a
different story. It has been a time of
budget constraints. It has been a time
of very significant cutbacks, a time of
rejoicing over the fall of the Berlin
Wall, over the fall of the Iron Curtain,
the demise of a nuclear superpower
that was challenging us for world supe-
riority, not that we were looking for
that, but that it was a triumph of an
idea, a triumph of an idea of freedom,
the concept of freedom, and an eco-
nomic concept of free enterprise over
totalitarianism and Marxism. That, ob-
viously, led to major changes in the
way we structured our defense.

The decade of the 1990s has been a
transition period, a period in which
budget limitations have driven very
significant changes, a period in which
the Department of Defense has contrib-
uted more to the elimination of deficit
spending than perhaps all of the other
aspects of Government combined. The
little-told story about why we now
have a surplus with our budget, why we
have been able to control Government
spending, is the contribution of the De-
partment of Defense to that achieve-
ment. That contribution has over-
whelmed all other contributions put
together. The roughly 30-percent to 40-
percent declines in spending in real
dollars, the substantial downsizing of
the military, the substantial
downsizing in procurement, the sub-
stantial savings that have been
achieved over what we would have had
to spend had we maintained our mili-
tary defense spending at the level of
the 1980s, has made the most signifi-
cant contribution to deficit reduction.
And we shouldn’t forget that fact. That
has happened with a truly bipartisan
effort.

So it has been a joy for me to work
with my colleagues, Republican and
Democrat, on these issues. Have we had
differences of opinion? Yes. Have we
had difficult debates? Closed-door de-
bates? Yes. But in the end we have al-

ways forged a consensus, and we have
done so because foremost in our minds
was providing for the common defense
in an effective way and looking out for
the needs and the interests of our serv-
ice personnel.

Mr. President, let me just briefly
comment on the fiscal year 1999 defense
authorization bill that has just come
out of committee and that we are ad-
dressing here on the floor. First of all,
I want to start with quality of life and
briefly touch on that.

I served for 4 years as ranking mem-
ber and 2 years as chairman of the Per-
sonnel Subcommittee.

While I still serve on that committee,
I no longer am chairman. I will leave
much of the details of what that com-
mittee has done to Senator KEMP-
THORNE and the ranking member. How-
ever, I view this as the No. 1 priority of
the committee in establishing our
budget because no weapon, no doctrine,
no training manual, nothing can take
the place of quality personnel. And so
our goal has been to attract the very
best we can, to retain those personnel,
and to provide them with the essentials
of what they need, and to provide for
them a standard of living that is com-
mensurate with their sacrifice.

Let me say that no standard of living
that we can provide is commensurate
with the kind of hours and the kind of
sacrifice and the kind of commitments
that are made by our military person-
nel, but we try to do the best we can.
Over the years they have been short-
changed in terms of housing. They
have been shortchanged in terms of
pay. And they have been shortchanged
in terms of benefits. We have tried to
make up for some of that. It is cer-
tainly better than it was but nowhere
equal to the kind of commitment and
the demands that we ask of our mili-
tary personnel. Yet, day after day, year
after year, they continue to provide
the kind of effort and the kind of serv-
ice that is unheard of in the private
sector, and we owe them a great debt of
gratitude as a Nation. It means that we
need to keep their pay consistent with
pay on the outside.

Today, we are attempting to attract
people who are skilled in technical
areas, who have the capacity and the
capability and the training and the ex-
perience to employ today’s modern
military equipment using today’s ad-
vanced operational concepts. It is not
just simply foot soldiers carrying
heavy loads, walking through the mud,
although that will always be an essen-
tial part of our military as it needs to
be. But it is that foot soldiers and ev-
eryone else involved in our military
are today operating very sophisticated,
modern equipment. They need to think
on their feet. They need to have capa-
bilities in terms of information proc-
essing, in terms of utilizing the latest
in technologies, in weapons and com-
puters and information sources that
are commensurate with what is needed
in the private sector.

And so we have to have the incen-
tives in place, and pay in place to allow

us to compete, and to attract and to re-
tain these personnel.

In that regard, we have provided in
this bill a 3.1-percent pay raise for
military personnel. We also provide an
increase of $500 million in military
construction projects, $164 million of
which will fund barracks, dining facili-
ties, and military housing. If there is a
shortfall in terms of what we have done
for our troops over the years, it is mili-
tary housing. Much of it, nearly two-
thirds of military housing is sub-
standard, substandard by military
code, military, not commercial stand-
ards —and the military standards in
many cases are not up to the same
level as private standards—and yet
year after year we ask our military
families to live in this housing. It is in-
adequate housing, it is substandard
housing, and they do so without com-
plaint. We owe it to them, to the single
soldiers and airmen and marines, men
and women, and to their families. We
owe it to them to give them affordable,
decent housing.

We are underway with an initiative
that was started by Secretary Perry to,
in many cases, privatize or leverage
the ability of the Department of De-
fense to utilize private contractors to
provide military housing in arrange-
ments which allow us to make maxi-
mum use of the funds we have, to lever-
age those funds in the way that the pri-
vate sector leverages their money to
address this housing shortfall, and so
we are underway with that.

Health care is another major issue. I
won’t go into that. I will let Senator
KEMPTHORNE address that. This is a
major concern of our military person-
nel, something that needs to be ad-
dressed. We are in the transition period
with that also, and there are many
questions that need to be answered. We
attempt to do some of that in this bill
including the direction of three health
care demonstrations for our military
retirees who are Medicare eligible: one
related to FEHBP; one related to
TRICARE; and one related to mail
order pharmacy benefits. I support
these initiatives, but more needs to be
done.

Let me now talk about readiness.
The bill also adds over $400 million to
the readiness account levels requested
in the President s budget for our Ac-
tive and Reserve Forces. We are all
aware of the demand on readiness with
our commitments overseas—Bosnia
and the Persian Gulf, to name just two,
and there are many, many more. These
are stretching our capacity. These are
costly. They affect our readiness and
our ability to sustain the preparedness
of the force. And we need to understand
that this is a major concern which
should be continually monitored and
addressed by the Congress.

I want to focus most of my com-
ments, though, Mr. President, on the
modernization question. For years we
have deferred modernization of our
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weapons systems and of our equip-
ment—trucks, radios, and basic equip-
ment. We have deferred that mod-
ernization because we have not had the
resources available to fund quality of
life, readiness, all other aspects of our
national defense such as research and
development, as well as the moderniza-
tion of weapon platforms and systems.

Now, this underfunding of moderniza-
tion was done with the understanding
that by fiscal year 1998, which we are
now in, and we are dealing with the
1999 fiscal year with this budget, we
will have ended this pause where we
have downsized our modernization
spending by as much as 70 percent over
previous levels. And the understanding,
the promise, was that this administra-
tion would bring procurement back to
at least a $60 billion a year procure-
ment level in fiscal year 1998 in order
to replace aging tanks, aging planes,
and aging equipment. This is what was
originally programmed and projected.
Not all of us thought that was attain-
able. We thought that we were doing
less than we should. We were able to
secure some funds to plus-up some of
that modernization in the past but at
levels far below what was rec-
ommended to us by experts outside the
military and by military personnel who
were looking at this question.

Well, here we are with an increased
modernization budget but still at a $50
billion level, not the $60 billion level
we were supposed to have achieved last
year. So, again, modernization ac-
counts remain on the margin. We are
unable to modernize in a way that we
believe is most effective from a cost
standpoint and from a requirements
standpoint. We have increased procure-
ment in some areas. And I think we ap-
preciate the ability to gain some extra
funds for that, but I just want our col-
leagues to know there is no basis on
which to come to this floor and criti-
cize the Armed Services Committee for
spending too much on new systems. We
are still spending too little on the mod-
ernization of our military forces. We
are below what the Department of De-
fense has told us, well below what they
have told us is required to replace the
aging weapons systems that we cur-
rently use, and recapitalize our joint
warfighting capabilities.

Several of these modernization issues
come through my committee. I am
privileged to chair the Airland Com-
mittee. Let me just talk about some of
these major procurement items.

First, the land portion of this—land
power. The committee has held hear-
ings on land power, and we are pleased
to note that the Marine Corps advances
in urban warfare experiments and revo-
lutionary expeditionary capabilities
with the MV22 and the AAAV seem to
be on schedule. They are important in
the future.

We are also pleased that the Army is
moving forward to consolidate gains it
has learned from its Force XXI process.
And that the Army says it is inves-
tigating the transformation to the

faster, smaller, more lethal and more
deployable force structure it will need
in the 21st Century. But the Army’s
modernization strategy to pursue this
modernization is short particularly in
some of the less glamorous areas of
aviation, armored vehicles, and trucks.
The committee has added provisions
which address these issues. Again,
there is not as much procurement for
landpower as we would like, but at
least we are moving in the right direc-
tion.

I want to say, Mr. President, that we
have also made some very significant
progress in this whole question of ad-
dressing Reserve component mod-
ernization. Thanks to the fine work of
Senator GLENN in particular, and com-
mittee and staff, we have for the very
first time structured what I believe is a
coherent process in determining Guard
and Reserve procurement. For the first
time, the budget request by the De-
partment has included a substantial
amount of funds for National Guard
and Reserve procurement—a $1.4 bil-
lion level, which is a 50-percent in-
crease over last year. Our mark adds to
this another $700 million.

But the important point to note here
is that all of the additions that we
have added for the Army Guard were
requested by the Army Chief of Staff,
including Blackhawk helicopters to en-
hance tactical airlift, new and remanu-
factured trucks that improve our
transportation capabilities and reduce
operating costs, and radios that enable
the Guard to integrate with the Active
Army’s tactical internet. Clearly, the
Senate’s bipartisan efforts in this re-
gard have had a very positive effect on
the whole concept of total force inte-
gration.

As we look at limited defense budgets
on and over the horizon, and as we look
at ways in which we assess the threats
of the future, and at our ability to de-
ploy, and at the cost of those overseas
deployments, and at our ability to
preposition equipment, and at, perhaps,
the denial of access to facilities over-
seas—to landing strips, sea ports, and
bases—we need total force integration
across our Active Army, and our Army
Reserves, and our Army National
Guard. And in order to accomplish
that, we need to dispense with the
former practice of making the Guard
and Reserve budget requests a second-
ary priority to that of the Active
Army, but to make them an integral
part of the budget request sent over
from the Department of Defense. The
Department needs to assess what the
Reserve components need, and they
need to tell us that in the budget re-
quest, and then we need to look at that
as an integrated requirement, rather
than as two separate entities.

We have begun, under the prodding of
the SASC, that process of total force
integration and taken a significant
step forward this year. I commend the
Department for doing that and we need
to do more for total force integration
in the future.

Let me talk about TACAIR, tactical
aircraft. We have held a number of
hearings on TACAIR to assess the sta-
tus of the F/A18–E/F, Super Hornet and
the F–22 Raptor. The Navy and the Di-
rector for Operational Test and Evalua-
tion provided their assessment that the
Super Hornet’s, the F/A18–E/F, the
wing-drop and buffeting issues have
been fixed, and that the program
should proceed with production as
planned. This authorization supports
those funds requested for the F/A18–E/
F.

These issues with the Super Hornet
were not as serious as many had
thought. They were, really, reported as
being more serious than they were.
However, they were issues that needed
to be addressed. The Department of the
Navy and the contractors have success-
fully addressed these issues, and I am
pleased that the F/A18–E/F program
will proceed as planned.

Now, let me speak about the F–22.
Last year I spoke on the floor at length
about my concerns with F–22 cost over-
runs and demonstrated performance.
And I want to state for the record here,
up front, I address these issues as a
supporter of F–22 development, not as a
critic of the F–22. And I spoke last year
because was concerned that if we don’t
keep our arms around this issue and
keep a good, clear oversight of the
issue, the F–22 may run into very seri-
ous problems in terms of funding and
in terms of support for that funding.
And I don’t want to jeopardize that.
Based on the testimony of the Air
Force and the assessment of the Gen-
eral Accounting Office and other enti-
ties, there are many who share a deep
concern over whether or not we can
maintain support for the F–22 if costs
continue to escalate toward $200 mil-
lion per aircraft. So we need, and we
ask for, adequate demonstration of per-
formance and cost control.

The bill that is before us authorizes
the requested F–22 funding levels. I
want to repeat that. The bill before us,
for those who are supporters of F–22—
and there are many here, because it is
a marvelous new leap-ahead tech-
nology that is important for our na-
tional security and our national de-
fense in the future—many support this
marvelous new development in tech-
nology that is going to provide the
basis for Air Force air dominance capa-
bilities in TACAIR for many, many
years in the future. We have authorized
every penny that has been requested
for next year’s budget in order to con-
tinue developing the F–22. But we have
put some key oversight provisions in
place that will help the Congress and
help the administration keep the pro-
gram on track. And the reason we have
done this is because there is a great
deal in jeopardy if we don’t do that.

Several things could happen if we
cannot control F–22 costs, none of
which are good. One, we could end up
treating F–22 as we ended up treating
B–2, another leap-ahead technology
that provided us with one of the most
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amazing developments in long-range
strategic aircraft that any nation has
ever enjoyed. But we ended up produc-
ing far fewer than what we had planned
because the cost per copy had escalated
so high we just simply couldn’t afford
to produce more. While the threat
today doesn’t necessarily justify addi-
tional B–2s, the threat of tomorrow
could and we won’t have those planes.
We don’t want that to happen to the F–
22.

Second, we could lose support for
other key systems that are necessary
to provide for our future defense needs,
such as carriers, Comanche, V–22. We
could jeopardize those systems if the
cost overruns for F–22 escalate to the
point where we are spending more
money on that program, and we have
to take it from somewhere else. And I
am afraid we would have to take it
from these key and necessary weapons
platforms that we require in the fu-
ture.

Or third, we could lose the ability to
produce what we need of the Joint
Strike Fighter. The Joint Strike
Fighter is the complement to the F–22
that is coming on at a later date. It is
currently in its early stages of its engi-
neering and manufacturing develop-
ment, and we could jeopardize this pro-
gram if F–22 costs grow. The reason
why we cannot allow that to happen is
that the Navy and the Marines are ab-
solutely depending on the Joint Strike
Fighter to provide stealth and to ad-
dress their other TACAIR needs for the
future, just as the Air Force is depend-
ing on F–22 to address their needs.

In fact, the Marine Corps has staked
their entire TACAIR future on Joint
Strike Fighter. So we have to be care-
ful that we preserve our ability to go
forward with the conventional variant,
the carrier variant, and the short take-
off / vertical land (STO/VL) variant of
the JSF. And that is why we have
placed some prudent oversight provi-
sions on F–22.

Here is what we have done and here
is why we did it. When we reviewed the
F–22 program, the Air Force planned F–
22 flight tests beginning in May of 1997
with a contract award for the Lot I
production scheduled in June 1999. Lot
1 is the first two production planes,
which are followed by a Lot 2 of six air-
craft. And this gets a little esoteric
here—they planned for that contract
award for June of 1999 when there
would be 601 hours of flight testing
complete, which is 14 percent of the
total flight-test program.

The 14 percent is an important
threshold because the Defense Science
Board Report of 1995 on the F–22 pro-
duction noted that most of the ‘‘pro-
gram killer’’—how they describe it,
‘‘program killer’’ problems are usually
discovered in the first 10 to 20 percent
of developmental flight tests.

Our experience in the past has dem-
onstrated that somewhere in that 10- to
20-percent range we find the kind of
problems that can potentially termi-
nate or cause major modifications to

the technical specifications of the pro-
gram that are so significant they don’t
justify the expense to go forward and
fix the problem. You almost have to go
back to page 1 of the program, and ob-
viously that puts it in great jeopardy.
So we were concerned that before we
execute a contract for production, we
reach a threshold level of testing,
flight testing that would give us some
assurance that executing that contract
would be wise—a wise business deci-
sion, and a decision in the best inter-
ests of our taxpayers, but also in line
with our defense needs before we exe-
cuted that contract.

Unfortunately, this F–22 flight test-
ing program has had to slip. The first
flight was nearly 4 months late. In-
stead of May of 1997, it was in Septem-
ber 1997. Another test flight had to be
canceled. To date, only 3 hours of flight
time have been accumulated. In addi-
tion, the program is experiencing man-
ufacturing delays of up to five months.
And we have already had the previous
assessment of a Joint Evaluation Team
of Air Force and industry experts that
concluded the F–22 program would sig-
nificantly exceed its cost estimates
and that it should be restructured to
reduce risk. This caused us to reallo-
cate a very significant amount of
funds, $2.2 billion, to get the program
back on sound footing.

Yet, despite all these problems, the
Air Force wants to move the contract
award not back, not to keep it at the
same level, but to move it forward 6
months when the program hopes to
have only 4 percent of its flight testing

We have had a lot of debate about
this. We have had hearings. We have
heard from the contractors. We have
heard from the Air Force. We have
heard from outside witnesses. We have
heard from experts. We have debated
among ourselves. And I believe we have
reached an acceptable consensus as to
how we ought to address this particu-
lar problem.

We need to address it because the ob-
vious answer, the first answer that
comes to mind, is, ‘‘Well, let’s just
delay; let’s just delay until they get to
14 percent.’’ I wish it were that easy.
Delay means that the prime contrac-
tors have to cease a schedule of lining
up subcontractors, of establishing pro-
duction lines, of hiring workers—a
myriad of tasks that have to be accom-
plished, people who have to be hired,
procedures that have to be put in
place—and that delay costs a great
deal of money and can break the pro-
duction base of the program.

We have had this very complicated
schedule to put together. We are talk-
ing about one of the most complex and
difficult development processes and
production processes that anybody can
imagine. This involves a great deal of
effort, time, and cost. To delay that in-
curs considerable risk and considerable
cost.

By the same token, going forward
without adequate testing produces a
great deal of risk—risk that the F–22

will not turn out as we hope it turns
out, risk that the flight testing be-
tween the current level, the 4-percent
level, or the 14-percent level will turn
up something that is a showstopper,
that is a ‘‘program killer.’’ So we are
trying to balance this risk against the
cost of delay.

In addition to this, there has been a
very complex set of negotiations that
have taken place with the Air Force
and the contractor, in particular, that
imposes a fixed-price contract for these
initial production aircraft. The Air
Force states: ‘‘This is all the money
you are going to get. No matter what
problems come up, we’re not going to
give you more, so you have to operate
under the fixed-price contract.’’

The contractor comes back and says:
‘‘Well, if we have to operate under the
fixed-price contract, you can’t delay
the contract, because there is no way
we can meet the goal of producing
what you want us to produce at the
time you want us to produce it under
the cost cap that you have imposed on
us if you delay the contract and pro-
duction process.’’

So all of this has to be put into the
mix and a decision must be made in
terms of how we proceed.

This is what we decided to do: No. 1,
we are going to approve the budget re-
quest for the full funding of continued
development for the F–22. However, we
are going to put what we call a fence—
that is, we are going to put some of the
what we call long lead money, money
that is going to be spent in the future
on items that allow us to prepare for
production—we are going to put that
money in a category which says it will
not be released for expenditure until a
couple of things happen.

First of all, I need to point out, we
are going to go ahead and produce and
buy the Lot I series of F–22 which con-
sists of two aircraft. We are going to
keep that on schedule. There are no re-
straints on that, no holds, no fences, no
conditions. This is underway. We need
to proceed. We are going to buy those
first two planes.

Lot II consists of the next six planes.
What we are going to do is say that ad-
vance procurement of lot II F–22s, the
next six aircraft, cannot commence
until we reach a threshold level of 10
percent of testing, which is the mini-
mum that was specified by the Defense
Science Board back in 1995—not the 14
percent, but the 10 percent. Remember,
they gave us the range of 10 to 20 per-
cent. We thought 14 percent was an
adequate number. We are going to drop
that down to 10 percent. That is the
minimum. So there is still risk, and we
are trying to minimize risk and bal-
ance risk against cost.

We are going to fence that money
until 10 percent of testing is complete
or until the Secretary of Defense cer-
tifies to us that a lesser amount of
flight testing is sufficient and provides
his rationale and analysis for that cer-
tification. And we are also requiring
the Secretary to certify that it is fi-
nancially advantageous to proceed to
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Lot II production, aircraft three
through eight, rather than wait for
completion of the 10 percent of the cur-
rently planned test schedule.

That last portion is something Sen-
ator LEVIN suggested. The first portion
is what I suggested. The two together,
I believe, form a good basis for us to
impose upon the Secretary of Defense a
certification and verification process
that provides us the necessary assur-
ance that they have kept their eyes on
the program, have determined through
testing that if that level is 8, 81⁄2, 9 or
91⁄2, that is sufficient. There is no
magic to the 10-percent number. Again,
it was selected because the Defense
Science Board set it as its minimum.
However, we have new production tech-
niques, we have new manufacturing
processes in place for this plane, which
have never been done before. And if we
can, through simulation, if we can,
through other procedures, determine
that we have adequate information rel-
ative to the performance and capabili-
ties of this plane to go into production
at a lower level of demonstrated per-
formance, then the Secretary can cer-
tify that for us.

He can’t do that if the flight testing
is less than 4 percent. We have to get
to at least that level. Of course, that is
the level suggested to us by the Air
Force as necessary, and that is the
level they currently plan to achieve be-
fore contract award. Those are the nec-
essary flight test hours that are re-
quired to move up the contract award 6
months.

Those are the committee’s efforts to
try to balance risk with excess cost for
delay and put in place a process that
will give us the opportunity to have
the oversight and to force the Sec-
retary of Defense to keep his focus on
the F–22 program and on any kind of
cost escalation that might jeopardize
the program.

We have reached this accord with the
significant help of members on both
sides of the committee. The committee
was unanimous, Republicans and
Democrats—unanimous—that this is
the procedure that we ought to put in
place. So there is complete bipartisan
support for this effort.

I am urging my colleagues, and I
have already had discussions with some
of our House colleagues about why this
is important. This should not be an
item for compromise. We have made
some very, very tough decisions here.

Mr. President, in moving away from
TACAIR, let me talk for a moment
about defense transformation, some-
thing Senator LIEBERMAN and I have
worked on diligently in the past sev-
eral years. I am pleased he has joined
me on the floor, and I know we will
hear from him about this when I am
finished.

Defense transformation is, I think, a
necessary process to address the
threats of the future and to have the
capability to deal with those threats.
What happens under defense trans-
formation will bear fruit 10 or 15 or 20

or more years from now. Just as the as-
tounding success of Desert Storm was
the result of decisions made in the late
seventies and throughout the eighties,
the successes that we can achieve in
addressing threats of the future in the
year 2014 or the year 2020 or beyond
will be determined by the decisions
that are made today, and in 2001, and
2003, and 2007.

Those decisions—in terms of the kind
of platforms and equipment that we
purchase, in terms of the kind of doc-
trine that we develop to address those
new threats, in terms of the kind of
forces that we structure, in terms of
the kind of assessments that we make
of those threats and the response to
those threats —those decisions will be
made now and in the next several
years. And we will understand the sig-
nificance of that well beyond the time
that most of us will still be in the U.S.
Senate.

But we owe it to the future—just as
those who made the decisions in the
late 1970s and in the 1980s provided for
the future success of our national de-
fense strategy in the late 1980s and
1990s—we owe it to the future and fu-
ture generations to make the right de-
cisions now.

We know that the threats of the fu-
ture will be different than the threats
of the past. Few, if any, tyrants or dic-
tators or world leaders will ever again
amass forces in a desert situation and
line them up in traditional warfare and
take on the capabilities that the
United States demonstrated during the
Gulf War.

No dictator is going to pour tens and
hundreds of billions of dollars into
building the kind of defense structure
that the United States annihilated in
Desert Storm. They are going to be
looking at different types of threats,
threats that we call asymmetric, not
what is typical, not what we expect,
not the war of the past, but the war of
the future.

Historians will tell you that those
who fight wars based on the last war
lose the next war—because their adver-
saries are always adjusting, always
evaluating and transforming. We saw
that with Blitzkrieg; we saw that in
naval aviation and a number of ways
throughout history. The last thing we
want to do is maintain the status quo,
because the status quo will not be ade-
quate to address threats of the future.
So defense transformation is necessary.
It is necessary to prepare us for the fu-
ture. But how do we transform our
military capabilities?

The Armed Services Committee has
focused on this issue. A couple of years
ago we authorized what we call the
Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR). It
simply means once every 4 years there
is a review of the threats, and the proc-
esses and capabilities we have put in
place as the means by which we address
those threats. This QDR was an inter-
nal process. It was a process that takes
place within the Department of De-
fense.

We believe there needs to be an ongo-
ing, continuing process, a continual up-
date and assessment of the threat, and
how we address that threat, and what
changes need to be made, and what
structures need to be imposed in order
to successfully address those threats in
the future.

With that, we combined the QDR
with a process which we labeled the
National Defense Panel (NDP). It was a
selection of outside experts who took a
look at the same situation, a second
opinion, if you will. Faced with a seri-
ous disease, people should—and I think
in most cases do—get a second opinion.
We don’t just go to the very first doc-
tor and say, ‘‘Well, that sounds good.
Let’s go ahead.’’ And we should treat
our national security the same way.
‘‘This is so serious, potentially life
threatening, I want a second opinion
before I make a decision.’’ The NDP
was our second opinion, but it was an
outside opinion.

We worked closely with Secretary
Perry, Deputy Secretary White, and
others to fashion how we select these
individuals for the NDP, and how we
put this process together. It was led by
Phil Odeen, chairman of the National
Defense Panel, and with distinguished
and recognized outside thinkers, ex-
perts, and experienced people with
military background and training.

That panel produced an extraor-
dinary report which ought to be one of
the blueprints for the future. We have
combined this external NDP process
with the internal QDR process to try to
lay out an assessments of where we
are, where we are going, and how we
will get there. Our defense authoriza-
tion bill this year includes a sense of
the Congress on a key process at the
foundation of fulfilling some of these
requirements—the designation of a
combatant commander who has the
mission of developing, preparing, con-
ducting, and assessing a process of
joint warfare experimentation.

This joint warfighting experimen-
tation is at the foundation of this
whole defense transformation. Basi-
cally, what this process says is that be-
fore we rush into what Senator COATS
or Senator LIEBERMAN or the Armed
Services Committee, or even the Chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs or the Sec-
retary of Defense, thinks is the direc-
tion we ought to go, let us test it, let
us test some ideas, let us experiment,
let us look at how we develop all of
this, let us take the good ideas and
throw out the bad, let us not just com-
mit to something that turns out 4 or 5
years from now to be the wrong item or
the wrong direction.

Secretary Cohen is reviewing cur-
rently, for his signature, a charter
which would assign the mission of joint
warfighting experimentation to a com-
batant commander, the Commander in
Chief of US Atlantic Command
(USACOM) in Norfolk. We have met
with Secretary Cohen. And we met
with General Shelton and Admiral
Gehman, the CINC of USACOM. They
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have worked with us to craft this lan-
guage. We have their full support.

We are not going forward here think-
ing that we know all the answers to
these issues. We are not the experts.
We have some ideas and we would like
to move them forward. And we have
bounced them off the Department. And
we have worked together. And we have
structured something which we agree
on. I visited USACOM. I visited their
joint training and simulation center,
and their joint battle lab. And I can re-
port, Mr. President, that progress is
being made to develop the foundation
for this joint experimentation process.

The Senate, I believe, has been keen-
ly aware of the need to transform our
military capabilities to address the po-
tentially very different challenges we
are going to face in the future. The Na-
tional Defense Panel report argues that
these challenges—which include things
such as challenges in power projection,
information operations, and weapons of
mass destruction—can place our secu-
rity at far greater risk than what we
face today.

Correspondingly, the NDP rec-
ommended establishing this combatant
command which will drive the trans-
formation of our military capabilities
through this process of joint experi-
mentation. The NDP testified that the
need for this joint experimentation
process is ‘‘absolutely critical’’ and
‘‘urgent.’’ I am pleased that the De-
partment of Defense has been so coop-
erative in working with us in helping
to establish this new mission for a
command and this new process. The re-
sounding consensus from several hear-
ings on defense transformation that we
have held in the committee support the
combination of joint and service ex-
perimentation as the foundation for
the transformation of military capa-
bilities to address the operational chal-
lenges of the future.

So we are taking joint and service ex-
perimentation, and combining our ef-
forts, those best efforts and forces of
our services and of our unified com-
manders, along with individual service
experimentation initiatives—Force
XXI, Sea Dragon—and a whole number
of other joint and individual service
processes, and looking at ways in
which we take the very best insights as
the basis for developing our capabili-
ties for the future.

This process of experimentation is
designed to investigate the co-evo-
lution of advances in technology, with
changes in the organizational structure
of our forces, and with the development
of new operational concepts. The pur-
pose of joint experimentation is to de-
termine those technologies, those orga-
nizations, and those concepts which
will provide a leap-ahead in joint
warfighting capability. Just as we are
looking to leap-ahead technologies in
platforms, aircraft carriers, joint
strike fighters, et cetera, we are look-
ing for leap-ahead development in con-
cepts, and in doctrine, and in force
structure.

As I said earlier, it is just as impor-
tant to select winners as it is to deter-
mine losers. Under joint experimen-
tation, failure can be a virtue. We
know everything will not be a success.
We do not want to reward failure, but
we want to recognize failure as impor-
tant to determining what works and
what does not. The worst thing we
could do is make a commitment to a
major change in doctrine, operational
concepts, weapon systems, or force
structure only to find out that it does
not address the relevant threats of the
future. It is through experimentation
that we can distinguish the true leap-
aheads in capability, from those that
fall short.

Identifying these failures will be just
as important to our achieving success
in transformation, as identifying the
leap-aheads themselves because it will
allow us, in a time of limited budget,
to deploy and to utilize our resources
in the most effective way.

We cannot afford to do what we did
in the 1980s. The threat was so great,
the work that we had to do was so
needed, the status of our defense forces
and our national security was so at
risk, that we had to risk failure to de-
termine success. But we had the budget
to accommodate this failure if we had
to. We had the budget to experiment
and still develop all the potential sys-
tems. We don’t have that luxury any-
more. We don’t have the kind of funds
that were available in the 1980s. There-
fore, we must be selective. And there-
fore we must have a process which al-
lows us to determine what is the wisest
course of action to take.

Mr. President, previously in our his-
tory this country has found itself un-
prepared for the threats we have faced
at the outset of war. With God’s grace
and with the magnificent commitment
and response of the American people,
we have always rallied to eventually
overcome these threats to our freedom.

That was always done at a cost, not
only the fiscal cost to the taxpayer,
but the cost in terms of the lives of
young people who made the ultimate
sacrifice for our country. We are cur-
rently contemplating the construction
of a World War II memorial down on
The Mall. It will join the Vietnam me-
morial. It will join a tribute to the Ko-
rean war. It will join other monuments
to wars that this country has fought
which ought to sober all of us and re-
mind us of the tremendous cost we had
to pay in order to secure and maintain
our freedom, and to provide freedom
for millions of people around the world.

Previously in this nation’s history,
we have found ourselves unprepared for
the threats we faced at the outset of
war. Because we were unprepared, we
were vulnerable. Because we were vul-
nerable, we were exploited. And we had
no choice but to respond. We did so,
but we did so often at a terrible cost. It
was worth the cost because we have
maintained our freedom and we enjoy
that freedom today. But we desperately
want to learn from our history how to

avoid those circumstances. And the
tragedy that we should have learned is
that being unprepared for the threats
we face at the outset of conflict results
in the need to build significant memo-
rials to those who sacrifice their lives,
and to those whose lives were cor-
respondingly changed forever—those
families, those relatives, those friends.
All this because we failed to prepare
for the relevant threats that confront
us.

We desperately want to avoid this
situation. We know we will be facing
different threats in the future. We
know that the way we are currently
constituted doesn’t necessarily prepare
us to address those threats success-
fully. Obviously, the most successful
thing we can do is ensure we are never
vulnerable to be exploited in the first
place—to be so prepared and to be so
strong that no adversary desires to
take us on. For us to achieve this pre-
paredness, it is going to take a trans-
formation in thinking. And it is going
to take a transformation in structur-
ing our military forces and in our oper-
ational concepts for us to be prepared
to address the threats of the future.
The joint experimentation program is
one piece of the puzzle in terms of how
we transform our capabilities to do
that, and this bill supports that effort.
In short, joint experimentation is es-
sential to ensuring that our Armed
Forces are prepared to address the se-
curity challenges of the 21st century.

In conclusion—I have taken a long
time—the bill makes great strides in
improving quality of life, readiness,
and modernization of the force. And
this bill also lays the framework for
the transformation of defense capabili-
ties to address the operational chal-
lenges envisioned in the 21st century.

I want to acknowledge and thank the
distinguished service of our chairman,
Senator THURMOND, who has provided
such diligence and tremendous effort as
chairman of this committee. He has
been a member of the Senate Armed
Services Committee for nearly 40
years. This will mark his last defense
authorization bill as chairman of the
committee. He will always be chairman
in our hearts, and chairman emeritus
of that committee, and will continue to
make significant contributions. What a
privilege it has been for this Senator to
serve under this distinguished leader-
ship of this distinguished member who
has given so much to this committee!

I also thank Senator GLENN for his
support and stewardship of defense
issues in this, our last defense author-
ization bill. People have said, ‘‘What
has happened to our heroes in this
country?’’ JOHN GLENN is a genuine
American hero—first to orbit the
Earth, and now, at the age of 77, at the
termination of a distinguished Senate
career, he will climb back in the shut-
tle and orbit the Earth once again. I
think that is one of the most remark-
able achievements of this century. And
we recognize him for that.

Senator LEVIN, as ranking member,
has made an outstanding contribution
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to our efforts. Many others, up and
down the committee, have also played
very significant roles in this. Again, I
say this is a truly bipartisan effort.

Finally, without the support of our
staff, this could not have been accom-
plished: Les Brownlee, staff director;
and his counterpart David Lyles as mi-
nority staff director; our committee
staff, Steve Madey and John Barnes
who have been so helpful to me on the
Airland Subcommittee; Charlie Abell,
who I think is on the floor here, was so
helpful to me during my time as Per-
sonnel Subcommittee chairman.

My personal staff—Frank Finelli,
Pam Sellars, Bruce Landis, Sharon
Soderstrom, and others—has been so
helpful. I couldn’t do it without their
help.

And in closing, I wish to state that
this defense bill has my full support,
and I strongly encourage all members
to support it.

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, in that
regard, I ask unanimous consent Bruce
Landis, a fellow in my office, be grant-
ed floor privileges throughout the con-
sideration of this bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Chair recognizes the Senator
from South Carolina.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
wish to commend the able Senator
from Indiana. First, he has delivered a
magnificent address on the importance
of the Armed Services Committee work
and defense in general.

Next, I want to commend him for the
long, faithful service he has rendered
to this committee. I don’t know of any
member of the committee that has
worked harder and has stood stronger
for defense and has been more knowl-
edgeable in accomplishing what we
have been able to do than the able Sen-
ator from Indiana. He is truly an ex-
pert on armed services matters. I wish
him well in all that he does in the fu-
ture.

I regret that he has seen fit not to
run again. We will miss him here. A
vacuum will be created. It will be hard
to fill. He is such a fine man, such a
knowledgeable man, and such a dedi-
cated man. I want him to know that
our country appreciates what he has
done.

I yield the floor.
PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent floor privileges be
granted to John Jennings, a fellow in
my office, during the pendency of this
defense bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Chair recognizes the Senator
from Connecticut.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
rise today in support of the fiscal year
1999 defense authorization bill.

I do want to add my own voice to
those who have offered thanks and
praise to the leadership of our commit-
tee, the distinguished chairman, the

Senator from South Carolina, the Sen-
ator from Michigan, who have worked
together as chairman and ranking
member to do exactly what Senator
COATS said earlier, which is to build a
strong, bipartisan—in many ways, non-
partisan—effort to meet the defense
national security needs of our country.

We used to say, and sometimes we
are still able to, that partisanship
stops at the Nation’s borders, at the
water’s edge, when we enter foreign
policy, defense policy. It could also be
said in good measure that partisanship
stops when we enter the rooms of the
Senate Armed Services Committee. I
thank the leadership of this committee
for making that possible.

I want to pay particular tribute to
Senator THURMOND, who is an Amer-
ican institution, a figure that looms
large in our history, who, as we all
know from personal service with him,
manages to do what they used to say
only about wine, which is that he gets
better as he adds years. He is not only
informed and experienced and commit-
ted; the truth is, he is a great patriot.
In so many ways that will never be
visible, his leadership has strengthened
the security of the United States of
America in the world. It has been a
great honor to get to know him at this
stage of his career, to work with him,
particularly on the Armed Services
Committee, to thank him on this his-
toric occasion as he manages the last
of these armed services bills through
the Senate. The nation is in his debt,
deep debt. I think all of us who have
served with him are very proud that we
have.

This is a person who, in the hurly-
burly and sometimes mean-spirited
world of politics, never seems to have
anything but a positive word to say—
certainly, toward his colleagues. In ad-
dition to all of the substance that I
have talked about, that notion of spirit
is one that I deeply appreciate.

Mr. President, while we are talking
about members of the committee, I do
want to thank Senator COATS, the Sen-
ator from Indiana, for the remarkable
statement he has just made—eloquent,
thoughtful, informed. He has made a
tremendous contribution on this com-
mittee. It has been a real pleasure to
work with him on a host of issues. In
our case, it almost seems that I don’t
have to say ‘‘across party lines,’’ be-
cause we never thought about that; we
were focused on common interests.

We got interested in this business of
the military transformation when we
were both invited, on the same day, to
a day-long seminar that a think tank
in town was holding on national secu-
rity. We spoke at different times dur-
ing the day. We had not talked to each
other about the fact that we were on
the same program, and we both essen-
tially gave the same speech about the
challenges facing our military—that in
a world where we have faced a remark-
able range of challenges, post-cold war
revolution, technology, and fiscal re-
sources constraint we had to begin to

think about how to stay with it and
produce the most cost-effective defense
we could. From that coincidence, we
began to work together on some of the
elements of this authorization bill that
Senator COATS has spoken of and which
I will get back to in a moment. I want-
ed to thank him, while he was on the
floor, for his tremendous contributions,
and in a personal way, thank him for
the partnership that we have had,
which has also become a friendship. I
hate to see him leave; I am going to
miss him, and the Senate will miss
him. I know that wherever he is, by his
nature, he will be involved in public
service. I wish him Godspeed in that
work.

Mr. President, I rise to support the
bill before us because I believe it is a
very responsible bill. It is a bill that
adequately provides for our Armed
Forces, which is our constitutional re-
sponsibility, fully in accord with our
duty of raising Armed Forces to pro-
tect our Nation. After all, it is one of
the primary responsibilities that moti-
vates people to form governments, and
I think this bill continues to carry out
that responsibility, uphold that duty in
a way that is measured and as best we
could do under the circumstances. It
has never been easy to make the
choices that are necessary to make
when one deals with national security.
I would say, having been honored to be
part of this process on the committee,
that it has been even harder than nor-
mal this time, because we have been
working with very severe fiscal con-
straints.

Senator COATS made the important
point—one that I think is little appre-
ciated here in Congress and, more
broadly, around the country—that as
we have worked very hard to bring our
Federal Government books into bal-
ance, the real contributor to that bal-
ance in reduced spending has been the
defense side of the budget. That is the
fact. Sometimes people look at the
amount of money we are authorizing
and appropriating for national security
and say, ‘‘You folks don’t understand
that the cold war is over.’’ Believe me,
we understand, and the programs have
been constricted, have been in some
ways squeezed, and even strangled oc-
casionally to live within the con-
straints, to give what we have been
asked to give to help in this great ef-
fort that is now successfully achieved—
to balance our budget.

Lets talk specifically. By my reckon-
ing, this is the 14th straight year in
which our defense authorization and
the spending to follow has declined in
real dollars. We are spending a smaller
percentage of our gross domestic prod-
uct on defense today than at any time
since prior to the beginning of the Sec-
ond World War. I know the cold war is
over, but the reality is that the world
not only remains an unsettled and dan-
gerous place—as we have seen in the
last few days with the nuclear explo-
sions in India—but that our military,
in many ways, is operating at a more



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S4861May 14, 1998
intense and faster up-tempo than it did
during the cold war. And the limitation
on funding that we have imposed on
ourselves has made it difficult to do all
that we need to do, has made it dif-
ficult to provide for our personnel as
we want to provide for them, and has
put us in a position to push them at a
very intense level, leading some to
leave.

As is well known, Mr. President, the
Air Force particularly is seeing a sig-
nificant departure of pilots. They have
invested a lot of money in training,
pushing them at a very hard pace, and
more and more of them are just reach-
ing the conclusion that, well, I love my
country, I love to serve, I have been
trained to do this, I love being a pilot
for the U.S. military, but my family
can only take so much; it is time to
leave and get a much higher-paying job
in commercial airlines and have more
time with my family.

So this steady constriction of our
spending on the military has had an af-
fect on us. This budget is 1.1 percent
below the rate of inflation. The budget
that we put before you, the authoriza-
tion bill, S. 2057, is 1.1 percent below
the rate of inflation. That means more
pressure to get more out of what is
being provided. It is having an affect.

Let me describe one area I am par-
ticularly interested in, because I have
had the privilege of serving as the
ranking Democrat on the Subcommit-
tee of Armed Services on Acquisition
and Technology. It is a pleasure to
serve with the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania, Mr. SANTORUM, who has done a
superb job as chairman of the sub-
committee. There are no partisan dif-
ferences here. We both agree that there
is a dangerous trend in our investment
in science and technology. It has often
been said, but it bears repeating, that
we are some distance from the great
victory we achieved in Desert Storm
and the Gulf war. The remarkable tech-
nologically and sophisticated weapons
system that so dominated the enemy in
that war didn’t just spring out of no-
where a year or two before the war;
they are the result of investments in
science and technology that occurred
in the 1970s, which came to maturation
in the 1980s, which produced the sys-
tems and the equipment that we used
so successfully in the early 1990s in Op-
eration Desert Storm.

The Department of Defense’s science
and technology budget has three basic
elements: basic research, applied re-
search, and advanced technology devel-
opment. The total science and tech-
nology budget, comprised of these com-
ponents just mentioned, has declined
from $9.5 billion in fiscal year 1993 to
$7.7 billion last year, and to somewhat
over $7.1 billion this year. These are
the investments we are making in the
brilliant ideas that lead to the remark-
able weapons systems that we are
going to need in the future to defend
ourselves.

No business would do this. Today, in
fact, private business, understanding

how important innovation and knowl-
edge are, are investing more and more.
The best businesses constantly reinvest
in basic research technology and cre-
ative development. This is an alarming
trend, and I point it out on the floor
here this morning with the hope that
we will see it, come to understand, and
turn it around. I am encouraged to be-
lieve that my colleague from New Mex-
ico, Senator BINGAMAN, will, at some
point, be offering an amendment to
this bill, if not a freestanding bill,
which would set some higher standards
and goals for increasing our support of
the science and technology aspect of
the defense budget.

Incidentally, Mr. President, there is
a bright story to be told here. The in-
vestments we make in defense tech-
nologies have produced enormous bene-
fits for civilian and commercial tech-
nology, and for our world, our econ-
omy. Most people, if you ask them
what the most exciting technological
development of recent years is, would
say personal computers, the Internet—
the unprecedented ability we have to
communicate with each other and the
people around the world to gain knowl-
edge rapidly.

The Internet is the result of invest-
ments that the Defense Department—
DARPA, the research agency—made
years ago for its own original military
uses. Then it spun off and become the
Internet. You could mention one after
another of the remarkable develop-
ments that make our lives more excit-
ing and make it easier to be educated
but in effect make us safer but
healthier. They came from science and
technology budgets of the DOD. We cut
that. We are again down from $9.5 bil-
lion in 1993 to almost $7.2 billion in
1999, the next fiscal year. That is a
problem. We are all going to pay for it.

Mr. President, overall when we look
at the various factors that create the
environment for security and inter-
national security, when we look at the
effect that these technological changes
are having in creating what the experts
call a revolution in military affairs, we
can do things we could never do before.
Commanders are able to see the entire
battlefield before them in real time,
not only on the battlefield. We have
the ability now to send a picture of
real time back to somebody at a base,
or even at the Pentagon thousands of
miles away from the battlefield, to see
what is happening and sight the
enemy. We have the ability to strike
an enemy from standoff positions, ex-
posing our own personnel to no danger,
with remarkable accuracy. And it is
changing constantly.

So we have the revolution in military
affairs. We have the global changes
that are occurring: The end of the cold
war; breakouts in some places of na-
tionalistic and ethnic rivalries; and the
spread of technology so that nations
that are less wealthy than we are can
focus their energy into, unfortunately,
lower priced means of not only defense
but offense—weapons of mass destruc-

tion, chemical, biological, and nuclear;
the means to deliver those weapons
with the unprecedented ability from
standoff positions and with great accu-
racy.

Ballistic missiles: I voted yesterday
for cloture on the measure introduced
by the Senator from Mississippi, Sen-
ator COCHRAN, and the Senator from
Hawaii, Senator INOUYE, on the policy
of creating a national missile defense
and stating that clearly here in the
Senate. I didn’t agree with every provi-
sion of the bill. To me, it is an urgent
national problem that deserved our de-
bate. When we got to it, I was going to
prepare some amendments. I hope
eventually we do get to it and we can
have an agreement across not only the
aisles here but between the Congress
and the administration to state clearly
that the development of a national
missile defense is a national priority
and here is the way we ought to go at
it.

Incidentally, when we go at it, we
ought to begin to negotiate it with our
friends in Russia about how it affects
the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty, not
to do it by way of surprise or antag-
onism. But the Anti-Ballistic Missile
Treaty was negotiated and signed more
than a quarter of a century ago. The
world is a very different place. In many
ways, the strategic interests of Russia
and the United States are comparable
certainly on this ground: Common con-
cerns about being affected by the
spread of technology and ballistic mis-
siles delivering weapons of mass de-
struction.

So put that together—revolution of
military affairs, global changes—and
add to that the fiscal restraints that I
have described, and you have a tough
situation, one that falls on us here in
Congress and on those who serve our
Nation in uniform and as civilian lead-
ers in the Pentagon, to not accept the
status quo, to stick with it. Everything
is changing. You can’t succeed and
stay static, stay the way you have been
doing. You have to keep moving. You
have to keep looking for better ways
for doing what you are doing. You have
to keep looking for efficiencies and
finding ways to save money so you can
use that money to invest in other areas
that help you with your future defense.

There is a great company
headquartered in the State of Con-
necticut. Awhile back, I was reading in
one of our newspapers that they were
about to achieve record profits in a
quarter, that they were going to go
well over a couple of billion dollars on
an annual basis, I believe, in profits.
What is the story? The CEO of the com-
pany is calling in all of the division
heads and pushing them for how they
are going to find new efficiencies in the
company—What are the market oppor-
tunities of the future? What are their
competitors going to be doing?—know-
ing that, as great as things are now,
unless they keep asking those ques-
tions, they are not going to stay on top
5 years from now or 10 years from now.
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That is exactly the way I think we

have to approach our national security.
We are the strongest nation in the
world; unrivaled. Yet the world is
changing. We have to keep focusing on
those changes.

General Shalikashvili a while ago,
when he was Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, informed us and warned
us about what we call—as Senator
COATS mentioned today—‘‘asymmetric
warfare.’’ Yes, we are the superpower,
but a much lesser power, much less
wealthy, less technically developed,
smaller military can focus its invest-
ment of funds into an area where they
see some vulnerability in us, asymmet-
ric, and strike at that vulnerability—
perhaps our capacity to forward deploy
our troops, perhaps using weapons of
mass destruction, chemical warfare; or,
noting how dependent we are now on
space-based assets for navigation, for
surveillance, targeting, for commu-
nications, perhaps to try to develop
systems that would focus on that de-
pendence and try to incapacitate some
of those systems, hurting us in a con-
flict.

So we have to look at that wide
range of threats and protecting our as-
sets in space, developing our ability to
defend against weapons of mass de-
struction delivered by ballistic mis-
siles.

That is why we have to continue to
find within a budget that is going to be
constrained—I don’t see in the near fu-
ture, certainly barring the kind of
international crisis that none of us
wants, hope and pray never occurs, a
great public support, a support here in
Congress, for the kinds of increases in
our military spending that we truly
need.

So we are going to have to squeeze
more out of the rock. That means
tough questions. It means, in my opin-
ion, that we are going to have to go
back and do another look at our infra-
structure. It is controversial; I under-
stand. But all of the statistics tell us
that we have more infrastructure than
we need, that we have reduced our per-
sonnel and other expenditures much
more than we have reduced the spend-
ing we are doing on our bases. We have
to come back to that and acknowledge
that maybe we have to find a better
way to do it, but somehow we have to
do it because we need that money. As I
say, we have to continue the work we
have done on acquisition reform as a
way to find more funds for these pro-
grams that we need to support.

It is in this context that I come to
two amendments that are in this bill,
in which I think we have, as a commit-
tee and hopefully now as a full Senate,
stepped up to our responsibility to
oversee the transformation of our mili-
tary to the future course that will not
only protect our security better in the
21st century but will do it in a more
cost-effective fashion.

There are two provisions in this bill
that I think are very important for our
execution of this oversight responsibil-

ity. I want to speak about them. The
first supports the Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, our current chair-
man, General Shelton—doing a superb
job—in his decision to establish a joint
experimentation process. The second
requires on a regular basis a Quadren-
nial Defense Review and a National De-
fense Panel assessment be done every 4
years—the experience we have been
through in the last couple of years not
to be a one-time experience but it con-
tinue on.

Let me talk about the first. And,
again, I see this not only as a move to
jointness, not only as a way to better
take advantage of the revolution of
military affairs, but to be more effi-
cient. We have developed a force serv-
ice. They are remarkable centers of ex-
cellence and purpose, patriotism, but
no one would want to diminish the
unique contributions each one of them
makes; and yet there are redundancies
and we have to find ways while preserv-
ing the uniqueness of each service—and
the special edge that some of that com-
petition among them brings—to also
bring them together more in joint re-
quirements, joint experimentation be-
cause our premise is—and the experts
tell us this, the National Defense Panel
told us this—that more and more war
fighting of the future will be joint war
fighting.

During the 1980s it became clear that
we needed to change the way our mili-
tary was organized, with more joint
planning, more joint conduct of mili-
tary operations. The Congress of the
United States in that period of time
stepped up to the responsibility when,
frankly, the Pentagon would not and
responded with the Goldwater-Nichols
act, which I would say that most ev-
erybody today in Congress and outside
says was right and necessary.

The collapse of the Soviet Union and
the unprecedented explosion of techno-
logical advances that could fundamen-
tally redefine military threats and
military capabilities in the future,
once again, have generated the need
this bill responds to to examine the
suitability of our defense policies, our
strategy, and our force structure to
meet future American defense require-
ments. Several assessments have been
done but the rapid pace of change, I
think, outstripped the ability of these
assessments to give us durable and con-
tinuing relevant answers.

General Shalikashvili, the former
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
reacted to this changing environment
and published Joint Vision 2010 in May
of 1996 as a basis for the trans-
formation of our military capabilities.
I think this was a brilliant and far-
sighted document which embraced the
improved intelligence and command
and control available in the informa-
tion age, and also developed the oper-
ational concepts of dominant maneu-
ver, precision engagement, full-dimen-
sional protection, and focused logistics
to achieve the objective of the widest
spectrum, full spectrum dominance in

war fighting—a very important step
forward.

We in Congress have also been con-
cerned about the shortcomings in de-
fense policies and programs derived
from some of the earlier assessments.
In 1996, we passed the Military Force
Structure Review Act. That act re-
quired the Secretary of Defense to
complete in 1997 a Quadrennial Defense
Review of our programs to include a
comprehensive examination of our de-
fense strategy, force structure, force
modernization plans, infrastructure,
and other elements of the defense pro-
gram and policies with a view toward
determining and expressing the defense
strategy of the United States and es-
tablishing a revised defense program
through the year 2005.

That Military Force Structure Re-
view Act of 1996 also established a Na-
tional Defense Panel, a team B, a group
of outside experts, many of them with
active military experience, to assess
the Quadrennial Defense Review and to
conduct their own independent, non-
partisan review of the strategy force
structure and funding required to meet
anticipated threats to our security
through the year 2010 and beyond—an
attempt to force the process to do what
our colleagues in the private sector do,
try to look out beyond the horizon,
make some reasoned and informed
judgments as best we could about what
threats we face, what competition we
face, and then come back and decide
where should we be investing, how
should we be restructuring and reor-
ganizing to be in the best possible posi-
tion to meet those threats of the fu-
ture.

I appreciate the bipartisan, unani-
mous support that was given to that
Military Force Structure Review Act
of 1996, and I believe it resulted in two
reports that have had a very important
effect on our military and how we view
our future needs.

The QDR, as it is called, the
Quadrenniel Defense Review, com-
pleted by the Secretary in May 1997,
defined the defense strategy in terms of
shape, respond and prepare now—three
cardinal principles. The QDR placed
greater emphasis on the need to pre-
pare now for an uncertain future by ex-
ploiting the revolution in technology
and transforming our forces toward
Joint Vision 2010. It concluded that our
future force will be different in char-
acter than our current force.

Then came the National Defense
Panel. Its report, published in Decem-
ber of 1997, concluded that ‘‘the Depart-
ment of Defense should accord the
highest priority to executing a trans-
formation strategy for the U.S. mili-
tary starting now.’’

Let me just repeat those words. A
transformation strategy, broad, bold
transformation strategy to the next
era of threat and opportunity, offense
and defense, and the final words ‘‘start-
ing now.’’ It is timely. It is important.
It recommended the establishment of a
joint forces command with responsibil-
ity as the joint force integrator and
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provider, a center of activity to meld
the services together in some joint ex-
perimentation, investments, require-
ments, training.

Also, the NDP recommended that
this joint forces command have the re-
sponsibility and budget for driving the
transformation process of U.S. forces,
including the conduct of joint experi-
mentation. If we are not experimenting
together, how are we going to really be
prepared for the joint war fighting that
the experts tell us will dominate the
future?

Admiral Owens, former Vice Chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, said to
us on many occasions to look around
and note that we don’t have joint
bases, and that is something to think
about. That may be one.

Both of these assessments, the QDR
and the NDP, provide Congress with a
compelling argument that the future
security environment and the military
challenges we will face will be fun-
damentally different from today’s.
They also reinforce the fundamental
principle, the underpinning of the De-
partment of Defense Reorganization
Act of 1986, the so-called Goldwater-
Nichols act, and that fundamental
principle was that warfare in all its va-
rieties will be joint warfare requiring
the execution of joint operational con-
cepts.

As a result of these two assessments,
the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, General Shelton, and the Senate
Armed Services Committee certainly
have concluded that a process of joint
experimentation is required to inte-
grate advances in technology with
changes in the organizational structure
of the Armed Forces and the develop-
ment of joint operational concepts
which will be effective against the wide
range of anticipated threats, and will
not just be effective, but will be cost
effective because they will achieve effi-
ciencies of scale; they will eliminate
redundancies; they will pool resources
for maximum results.

It is necessary to identify and assess
independent areas of joint warfare
which will be key to transforming the
conduct of future U.S. military oper-
ations. To do this, U.S. Armed Forces
must innovatively investigate and test
technologies, forces and joint oper-
ational concepts in simulation, war
game and virtual settings, as well as in
field environments under realistic con-
ditions against the full range of future
challenges. The Department of Defense,
I am pleased to note, is committed to
conducting aggressive experimentation
as a key component of its trans-
formation strategy. Service experimen-
tation and the resultant competition of
ideas is vital in this pursuit. To com-
plement the ongoing service experi-
mentation, it is essential that an ener-
getic and innovative organization be
established within the military and
empowered to design and conduct this
process of joint experimentation to de-
velop and validate new joint
warfighting concepts aimed at trans-

forming the Armed Forces of the
United States to meet the anticipated
threats of the 21st century.

Mr. President, in this regard I refer
my colleagues to title XII of this de-
fense authorization bill, S. 2057, which
sets this out in the form of a sense of
the Senate, in a quite detailed form
and, in my opinion, quite progres-
sively, as a result of very constructive
discussion among the Senate Armed
Services Committee, Secretary of De-
fense, and the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff. I think we have a blue-
print here which expresses the trans-
formation that our military is now un-
dergoing, led by the Secretary and the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
and sets down a mark that is an expres-
sion of the policy desires of the Con-
gress in this regard, that we not only
appreciate that the military move in
this direction; dispatching our con-
stitutional responsibility, we urge
them to do just that. And we require,
here, a series of reports to tell us how
they are doing. The joint experimen-
tation provision in the bill, title XII, is
our statement of support to General
Shelton, as he designs and executes his
plans for joint experimentation, to se-
lect a command, the Atlantic Com-
mand, presumably, to carry out this
important responsibility.

Title XII does not dictate either the
method that the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs should choose nor the outcomes
that he should arrive at. It is a sense of
the Congress. It helps establish a
framework for us to explore the op-
tions for our future security in the
hard light of tests on the ground, the
only place where these arguments can
begin to be settled objectively and
where these theories can be tested real-
istically. And this provision in title XII
offers a mechanism for us to get a re-
port about the process, about the re-
sults, that is detailed enough for us to
provide the kind of oversight we should
and must provide if we are going to
make the right decisions about our na-
tional security in the coming years.

Finally, the provision that requires a
quadrennial defense review and na-
tional defense plan to be conducted
every 4 years is equally important. The
assessments that were conducted and
the debate they have engendered with-
in the Congress, within the inner com-
munity of active defense thinkers, and
hopefully increasingly within the coun-
try, has been very useful. But the valid
criticism by some, of both of these
studies, and the conflicting ideas that
they have raised make it obvious that
a one-time assessment is not going to
provide us all the answers we need.

We also know that the world is not
going to stop changing, and just as
that CEO of that large private com-
pany headquartered in Connecticut
that I described who, at the moment of
greatest historic success, was pressing
his managers to review where they
were, look forward, decide what they
had to do so they would stay on top, 5,
10, 15, 20 years from now—the repeti-

tion of these two reports, the QDR and
the Inside the Pentagon Review, and
the NDP, a nonpartisan, independent
review, offer that same hope of con-
stant reevaluation, sometimes provo-
cation, and hopefully, some good, solid
ideas. That kind of formal review of
our national security posture every 4
years will permit the needed look at
where we have been and what course
corrections we need to make without
the disruption of too frequent inter-
ference, with the certainty that we will
not slide into destructive or unproduc-
tive or irrelevant paths because we
simply haven’t stopped to look at what
we are doing and where it is taking us.

Mr. President, I thank the Chair, I
thank my colleagues. Bottom line, this
is a balanced bill, the best I think this
committee could offer the Senate, Con-
gress, and the Nation, to protect our
national security in a time of restraint
on resources that is greater than I
think is really in our national interest.
But we have done the best we could.
Again, I thank the leadership of the
committee for the purposive, coopera-
tive and informed way they have led us
through the exercise that has produced
this bill.

I yield the floor.
If there is no one else on the floor

seeking recognition, I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. ROB-
ERTS). The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The distinguished Senator from
South Carolina is recognized.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
thank the able Senator from Connecti-
cut for the kind remarks he made
about me. I also wish to thank him for
the great service he renders as a mem-
ber of the Armed Services Committee.
He is one of the most valuable mem-
bers of our committee.

I also thank him for the great service
he renders this Nation. He has taken
sound positions and he has followed a
course of action that our Nation would
be well to follow. I appreciate all he
does for his country and want him to
know his colleagues hold him in high
esteem.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator is recognized.
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AMENDMENT NO. 2387

(Purpose: Relating to commercial activities
in the United States of the People’s Lib-
eration Army and other Communist Chi-
nese military companies)

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, I
have an amendment No. 2387 which I
call up at this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Arkansas (Mr. HUTCH-

INSON), for himself and Mr. ABRAHAM, pro-
poses an amendment numbered 2387.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed
with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
Add at the end the following new title:

TITLE ll—COMMERCIAL ACTIVITIES OF
PEOPLE’S LIBERATION ARMY

SEC. ll. FINDINGS.
Congress makes the following findings:
(1) The People’s Liberation Army is the

principal instrument of repression within the
People’s Republic of China, responsible for
occupying Tibet since 1950, massacring hun-
dreds of students and demonstrators for de-
mocracy in Tiananmen Square on June 4,
1989, and running the Laogai (‘‘reform
through labor’’) slave labor camps.

(2) The People’s Liberation Army is en-
gaged in a massive military buildup, which
has involved a doubling since 1992 of an-
nounced official figures for military spend-
ing by the People’s Republic of China.

(3) The People’s Liberation Army is engag-
ing in a major ballistic missile moderniza-
tion program which could undermine peace
and stability in East Asia, including 2 new
intercontinental missile programs, 1 sub-
marine-launched missile program, a new
class of compact but long-range cruise mis-
siles, and an upgrading of medium- and
short-range ballistic missiles.

(4) The People’s Liberation Army is work-
ing to coproduce the SU–27 fighter with Rus-
sia, and is in the process of purchasing sev-
eral substantial weapons systems from Rus-
sia, including the 633 model of the Kilo-class
submarine and the SS–N–22 Sunburn missile
system specifically designed to incapacitate
United States aircraft carriers and Aegis
cruisers.

(5) The People’s Liberation Army has car-
ried out acts of aggression in the South
China Sea, including the February 1995 sei-
zure of the Mischief Reef in the Spratley Is-
lands, which is claimed by the Philippines.

(6) In July 1995 and in March 1996, the Peo-
ple’s Liberation Army conducted missile
tests to intimidate Taiwan when Taiwan
held historic free elections, and those tests
effectively blockaded Taiwan’s 2 principal
ports of Keelung and Kaohsiung.

(7) The People’s Liberation Army has con-
tributed to the proliferation of technologies
relevant to the refinement of weapons-grade
nuclear material, including transferring ring
magnets to Pakistan.

(8) The People’s Liberation Army and asso-
ciated defense companies have provided bal-
listic missile components, cruise missiles,
and chemical weapons ingredients to Iran, a
country that the executive branch has re-
peatedly reported to Congress is the greatest
sponsor of terrorism in the world.

(9) In May 1996, United States authorities
caught the People’s Liberation Army enter-
prise Poly Technologies and the civilian de-
fense industrial company Norinco attempt-

ing to smuggle 2,000 AK–47s into Oakland,
California, and offering to sell urban gangs
shoulder-held missile launchers capable of
‘‘taking out a 747’’ (which the affidavit of the
United States Customs Service of May 21,
1996, indicated that the representative of
Poly Technologies and Norinco claimed), and
Communist Chinese authorities punished
only 4 low-level arms merchants by sentenc-
ing them on May 17, 1997, to brief prison
terms.

(10) The People’s Liberation Army contrib-
utes to the People’s Republic of China’s fail-
ure to meet the standards of the 1995 Memo-
randum of Understanding with the United
States on intellectual property rights by
running factories which pirate videos, com-
pact discs, and computer software that are
products of the United States.

(11) The People’s Liberation Army contrib-
utes to the People’s Republic of China’s fail-
ing to meet the standards of the February
1997 Memorandum of Understanding with the
United States on textiles by operating enter-
prises engaged in the transshipment of tex-
tile products to the United States through
third countries.

(12) The estimated $2,000,0000,000 to
$3,000,000,000 in annual earnings of People’s
Liberation Army enterprises subsidize the
expansion and activities of the People’s Lib-
eration Army described in this subsection.

(13) The commercial activities of the Peo-
ple’s Liberation Army are frequently con-
ducted on noncommercial terms, or for non-
commercial purposes such as military or for-
eign policy considerations.

SEC. ll. APPLICATION OF AUTHORITIES UNDER
THE INTERNATIONAL EMERGENCY
ECONOMIC POWERS ACT TO CHI-
NESE MILITARY COMPANIES.

(a) DETERMINATION OF COMMUNIST CHINESE
MILITARY COMPANIES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraphs (2)
and (3), not later than 90 days after the date
of the enactment of this Act, the Secretary
of Defense, in consultation with the Attor-
ney General, the Director of Central Intel-
ligence, and the Director of the Federal Bu-
reau of Investigation, shall compile a list of
persons who are Communist Chinese mili-
tary companies and who are operating di-
rectly or indirectly in the United States or
any of its territories and possessions, and
shall publish the list of such persons in the
Federal Register. On an ongoing basis, the
Secretary of Defense, in consultation with
the Attorney General, the Director of Cen-
tral Intelligence, and the Director of the
Federal Bureau of Investigation, shall make
additions or deletions to the list based on
the latest information available.

(2) COMMUNIST CHINESE MILITARY COM-
PANY.—For purposes of making the deter-
mination required by paragraph (1), the term
‘‘Communist Chinese military company’’—

(A) means a person that is—
(i) engaged in providing commercial serv-

ices, manufacturing, producing, or exporting,
and

(ii) owned or controlled by the People’s
Liberation Army, and

(B) includes, but is not limited to, any per-
son identified in the United States Defense
Intelligence Agency publication numbered
VP–1920–271–90, dated September 1990, or PC–
1921–57–95, dated October 1995, and any up-
date of such reports for the purposes of this
title.

(b) PRESIDENTIAL AUTHORITY.—
(1) AUTHORITY.—The President may exer-

cise the authorities set forth in section 203(a)
of the International Emergency Economic
Powers Act (50 U.S.C. 1702(a)) with respect to
any commercial activity in the United
States by a Communist Chinese military
company (except with respect to authorities

relating to importation), without regard to
section 202 of that Act.

(2) PENALTIES.—The penalties set forth in
section 206 of the International Emergency
Economic Powers Act (50 U.S.C. 1705) shall
apply to violations of any license, order, or
regulation issued under paragraph (1).
SEC. ll. DEFINITION.

For purposes of this title, the term ‘‘Peo-
ple’s Liberation Army’’ means the land,
naval, and air military services, the police,
and the intelligence services of the Com-
munist Government of the People’s Republic
of China, and any member of any such serv-
ice or of such police.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that my good
friend and colleague, Senator ABRAHAM
of Michigan, be added as an original co-
sponsor of the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, to-
day’s debate is about the security of
the United States. The underlying
question in the debate today on the De-
fense Department authorization bill
concerns the safety and security of the
citizens of the United States, and that
is why I am offering an amendment
that will give the President increased
powers to confront America’s greatest
threat, or certainly America’s greatest
external threat, and that is the Peo-
ple’s Liberation Army of the People’s
Republic of China.

My amendment mirrors exactly the
language that passed overwhelmingly
on the floor of the House of Represent-
atives last November. This language, in
bill form, in the House passed by a vote
of 405 to 10.

The amendment would do two things:
First, it would require the Secretary of
Defense, in consultation with the At-
torney General, the Director of the
Central Intelligence and the Director
of the FBI, to maintain a current list
of Chinese military firms operating di-
rectly or indirectly in the United
States. This list, consisting strictly of
PLA-owned companies, would be up-
dated regularly in the Federal Reg-
ister.

Secondly, the amendment would give
the President enhanced authority
under the International Emergency
Economic Powers Act to take action
against Chinese military-owned firms
if circumstances warrant, including the
President would have the authority to
freeze assets or otherwise regulate
these firms’ activities. Thus, if a PLA-
owned firm is found to be shipping mis-
sile-guidance components to a rogue
state like Iran, the President would
have the authority to take immediate
action against a United States subsidi-
ary of that firm which might, for ex-
ample, be selling sporting goods in the
United States.

I should note that this amendment
would not require the President to
take any action whatsoever. It would
simply enhance his ability to do so
should he believe that the cir-
cumstances warrant that action.

Let me explain the reasoning behind
this amendment and why it is so criti-
cal, I believe, that the Senate adopt
this amendment.
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Mr. President, last week I came to

this floor to discuss the growing threat
that the People’s Republic of China
poses to the citizens of the United
States. I discussed the recent CIA re-
port covered in the Washington Times
on May 4, 1998, under the headline,
‘‘China Targets Nukes At U.S.’’ This
article and this CIA report noted that
13 of China’s 18 long-range strategic
missiles, with ranges exceeding 8,000
miles, have single nuclear warheads
aimed at the United States of America.

These missiles, which are under the
control of the PLA, with PLA officers
manning their nuclear buttons, are in
addition to China’s 25 CSS–3 missiles,
with ranges of more than 3,400 miles;
its 18 CSS–4 missiles, with ranges ex-
ceeding 8,000 miles; and its planned
DF–31, with a range exceeding 7,000
miles.

Until last year, China lacked the
military intelligence necessary to
manufacturer boosters that could reli-
ably strike at such long distances.

Unfortunately, the Pentagon has re-
ported that two U.S. companies—Loral
Space and Communications and Hughes
Electronics—illegally gave China space
expertise during cooperation on a com-
mercial satellite launch which could be
used to develop an accurate launch and
guidance system for ICBMs. This issue
is still under investigation. But while
it was still under investigation, in Feb-
ruary, Loral launched another satellite
on a Chinese rocket and provided the
Chinese with the same expertise that is
at issue in the criminal case.

The chairman of the House Science
Subcommittee on Space and Tech-
nology has received word from an
unnamed official at Motorola that
they, too, have been involved in ‘‘up-
grading’’ China’s missile capability. In-
terestingly, this executive claims that
the work is being done under a waiver
from this administration, thus cir-
cumventing all bans and restrictions
on such technology transfers.

The People’s Liberation Army is en-
gaged in a massive military buildup
which has involved a doubling since
1992 of announced official figures for
military spending by the PRC. We do
not know how much may be spent, how
much investment there may be in their
military establishment that is not re-
leased for official consumption, but the
official public figures indicate a dou-
bling of that expenditure since 1992.

The PLA is working to coproduce the
SU–27 fighter with Russia and is in the
process of purchasing several substan-
tial weapons systems from Russia, in-
cluding the 633 model of the Kilo-class
submarine and the SS-N–22 Sunburn
missile system specifically designed to
incapacitate U.S. aircraft carriers and
Aegis cruisers.

So the question arises, Mr. President,
how does the People’s Liberation Army
fund the ongoing arms race? By selling
its technology to rogue states is one
means by which they do it, selling
arms, or at least attempting to sell
arms, to U.S. gangs in our inner cities

and selling CDs, socks, consumer elec-
tronics, and scores of other commercial
items to U.S. consumers.

For example, the People’s Liberation
Army has contributed to the prolifera-
tion of technologies relevant to the re-
finement of weapons-grade nuclear ma-
terial, including transferring ring
magnets to Pakistan. Additionally, the
PLA and its associated defense compa-
nies have provided ballistic missile
components, cruise missiles, chemical
weapons ingredients, to Iran, a country
that the executive branch has repeat-
edly reported to this Congress is the
greatest sponsor of terrorism in the
world today.

I point to this chart. The source is
the Office of Naval Intelligence, March
of 1997. They reported:

Discoveries after the Gulf War clearly indi-
cate that Iraq maintained an aggressive
(W)eapons of (M)ass (D)estruction procure-
ment program.

And then they point out:
A similar situation exists today in Iran

with a steady flow of materials and tech-
nologies from China to Iran. This exchange
is one of the most active weapons of mass de-
struction programs in the Third World, and
is taking place in a region of great strate-
gic interest to the United States.

So we have, I think, very clear, over-
whelming evidence that China contin-
ues to export technology, nuclear tech-
nology as well, and in so doing places
at risk the national security of the
United States.

They also are funding the arms build-
up in China, not only by selling weap-
ons to rogue states like Iraq and Iran,
but also there is evidence that they are
trying to actually sell weapons pro-
duced in the People’s Republic of China
to gangs in the United States.

In May 1996, the U.S. authorities
caught the People’s Liberation Army
enterprise entitled Poly Technologies—
a PLA-owned and operated enterprise—
they were caught by U.S. authorities,
and the civilian defense industrial
company, Norinco, that is also in-
volved, the U.S. authorities caught
these two companies attempting to
smuggle 2,000 AK–47s into Oakland, CA,
and offering to sell urban gangs shoul-
der-held missile launchers capable of
taking out a 747.

Communist authorities, upon capture
of these individuals, punished only four
of them—four low-level arms mer-
chants—and they did so, sentencing
them May 17, 1997, to brief prison
terms.

I would suggest and I suspect that
the prison terms given to these mer-
chants of arms to the young people of
this country were far less than the
prison terms that have been exacted
upon those prisoners of conscience,
those who dared to speak up against
the oppressive regime that controls the
largest nation in the world. Eight
years was given to Wang Dan for his
support of the demonstrations in
Tiananmen Square almost 9 years ago
in addition to the 12 years that he was
recently serving for supporting democ-
racy in China.

It is estimated that the PLA earns $2
billion to $4 billion a year in earnings
through the many enterprises that it
operates that deal in nonmilitary com-
modities and that these enterprises
profit handsomely from their activities
in the United States. A report released
earlier this year indicated that vast
quantities of goods, as varied as toys,
skis, garlic, iron weight sets, men’s
pants, car radiators, glassware, swim-
ming suits, and many more such com-
mercial domestic items are being sold
to U.S. consumers by PLA-owned
firms.

This chart indicates—and I will quote
from this chart regarding the PLA-af-
filiated companies and their operation
in the United States. This comes from
the Institutional Investor, July of 1996:
‘‘And we find that military-affiliated
companies can be found in virtually
every part of the Chinese economy
with the most rapid expansion occur-
ring in the lucrative service industries.
Though the PLA enterprises are scat-
tered throughout the economy, they
have carved out niches in the eight
areas to the right’’—including trans-
portation, vehicle production, pharma-
ceuticals, hotels, real estate develop-
ment, garment production, mining and
communications.

Some of these products are being ex-
ported—which becomes a rich source of
revenue for the People’s Liberation
Army. Even those products and those
services that are sold domestically to
the Chinese people become an unac-
counted for subsidy, if you will, for the
arms race, in the development of the
PLA military strength and might. So I
believe this should be of great concern
to us as we continue to see the PLA
fund the arms race.

I point out that the Chinese defense
industrial trade organizations have a
broad, broad interrelationship with the
industries in China. This chart shows
the web of PLA-owned enterprises that
operate in the United States and
around the world.

All of the companies on the left, in
the peach color, are companies that
have been documented by our Defense
Intelligence Agency as being directly
owned by the People’s Liberation
Army. The ones to the other side, in
the yellow, are their defense industrial
base. Some of them have indirect con-
nections also, but they are not directly
owned by the People’s Liberation
Army.

This next chart I believe shows the
chain of command for companies like
China Poly Group, China Carrie Corp.,
and other well-known Chinese compa-
nies and their interrelationship with
the government and the PLA and the
Communist Party. In fact, the Com-
munist Party Central Military Com-
mission is right at the top of the chain
of command—going down to these var-
ious companies, including the China
Poly Group, and the 999 Enterprise
Group, and so forth. I think the Amer-
ican people would be shocked to see the
companies listed on this chart. This, I
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might add, is a very incomplete list,
which is why I emphasize again the
need for this amendment which would
require a listing to be published of all
PLA-owned enterprises that are buying
and selling and doing business in the
United States.

It is well documented that the PLA
violates international intellectual
property rights by running factories
which pirate videos, compact discs, and
computer software that are products of
the United States. This is the main
reason the People’s Republic of China
failed to meet the standards of the 1995
memorandum of understanding with
the United States on the protection of
intellectual property rights. During my
trip to China in January, I saw first-
hand the evidence of the pirating of
videos and CDs and the selling of those
pirated products on the market, on the
streets of Shanghai and Beijing.

In violation of a February 1997 agree-
ment with the United States, the Peo-
ple’s Liberation Army continued to op-
erate enterprises which engaged in the
transshipment of textile products
through third countries, thus thwart-
ing tariffs and restrictions on illegally
produced items from China.

With all but five of China’s long-
range nuclear missiles pointed at the
citizens of the United States, it is obvi-
ous that the increasingly aggressive
People’s Liberation Army views the
United States as its most serious ad-
versary. My colleagues have said they
would like China as an ally. We would
all like to have China as an ally. But
let us not fool ourselves. When our
Central Intelligence Agency tells us
their missiles—13 of 18 of their long-
range nuclear missiles—are pointed at
the citizens of the United States, it is
clear they view us as an adversary. It is
a sad paradox that U.S. consumers,
American consumers, purchasers of
products in retail stores across this
country, are the unwitting supporters
of and funders of the military that has
their hand on the nuclear button that
threatens cities in the United States.

Now, as we talk about the response of
this amendment, of letting the Amer-
ican people know what companies are
owned directly and indirectly by the
military of the Chinese communist
government, it seems to me to be a
very basic freedom-of-information kind
of issue, the right-to-know kind of
issue.

We talk about the response of the
President, having the enhanced author-
ity to deal with those PLA-owned com-
panies that might be subsidizing the
military buildup in China. It is impor-
tant for us to remember the ongoing
human rights violations that are oc-
curring in China. Not only are they in-
creasing their threat internationally,
but within their own borders they con-
tinue to oppress their own people. This
is not some human rights watchdog
group that I am going to cite. It is our
own State Department which each year
issues a report from various countries
around the world on human rights con-

ditions. The latest State Department
report on human rights in China shows
that China is still one of the major of-
fenders of internationally recognized
human rights standards. This report
notes that China is continuing to en-
gage in ‘‘torture, extrajudicial killings,
arbitrary arrest and detention, forced
abortion and sterilization, crackdowns
on independent Catholic and Protes-
tant bishops and believers, brutal op-
pression of ethnic minorities and reli-
gions in Tibet and Xinjiang, and abso-
lute intolerance of free political speech
or free press.’’

To visit Shanghai, to visit Beijing,
some of the largest cities in the world,
the most populous cities in the world,
and to realize there is not one free
newspaper in those cities—in north-
west Arkansas, in a two-county area,
population of 200,000, we have half a
dozen competing newspapers. These are
free voices—free to criticize me, free to
criticize this U.S. Senate, free to criti-
cize our President—and in the largest
cities in the world in China, not one
voice of freedom, not one voice to re-
flect the values of democracy.

So let us in this China debate, and as
we look at amendments to the Depart-
ment of Defense authorization bill, re-
member the ongoing human rights
abuses that are taking place. Further-
more, that the current policy that we
have pursued has so dismally failed.

According to a recent report in the
Washington Post entitled ‘‘U.S.-China
Talks Make Little Progress on Summit
Agenda,’’ the United States is getting
very few concessions from China relat-
ing to the inspection of the technology
we share with them, concessions on
limiting proliferation of technology to
third parties like Iran, or concessions
on human rights conditions, particu-
larly in Tibet.

So our President is preparing to go to
China next month, negotiations going
on. We would hope they would be posi-
tive in light of our so-called policy of
constructive engagement, yet we find
our policy is one of give and give and
give. We are not seeing corresponding
concessions on the part of the Chinese
Government. In fact, we are continuing
to see these horrible human rights
abuses taking place.

We have provided key technology
that puts our own country at risk. We
have set up a hotline that reaches from
the White House to China. We have
begun assisting China on its efforts to
gain membership in the World Trade
Organization. We dropped, to the con-
sternation of many Members of this
body, we dropped our annual push for a
resolution condemning China’s human
rights record at the United Nations,
something this country has done year
after year as part of our foreign policy.
We dropped that resolution so as not to
offend the Chinese Government. We
continue to allow PLA-owned compa-
nies to operate unregulated in the
United States, and we continue to pro-
vide China most-favored-nation status.
In return, we have witnessed the re-

lease of four, in return for all of these
concessions that we have granted, we
have seen the Chinese Communist gov-
ernment release four prominent pris-
oners out of the thousands upon thou-
sands of political and religious dis-
sidents being held today in Chinese
prisons.

So I say to my colleagues, the Amer-
ican people have a right to know they
are funding the People’s Liberation
Army. I believe the American consum-
ers ought to know whether the prod-
ucts they are buying—including things
like toys, sweaters and porcelain that
they might purchase for the upcoming
holidays—are supporting the People’s
Liberation Army and the kind of ac-
tivities that I have identified today.
The American people have a right to
know. It may not be possible for Amer-
ican consumers to go into a Wal-Mart
or Kmart or Target store and to iden-
tify all of the Chinese-produced prod-
ucts and to decide voluntarily they are
not going to support that. But at least
they ought to know which of those
companies are controlled, directly or
indirectly, by a military establishment
in China that has targeted American
cities with its missiles.

This amendment will help to do just
that. It is needed both to shed light on
the PLA’s activities in the United
States and to ensure that the President
has the latitude and has the authority
he needs to take appropriate actions
when the evidence of wrongdoing
arises. I hope my colleagues will sup-
port this amendment.

Again, this amendment merely re-
quires the Secretary of Defense to doc-
ument and list PLA-owned companies
operating in the United States and pro-
vides the President with the power, au-
thority, and discretion to take action
against these companies, should cir-
cumstances so warrant. It does not re-
quire the President to do anything. I
believe it is a commonsense amend-
ment that, once again, passed by an
overwhelming margin in the U.S.
House of Representatives. I ask for my
colleagues’ support.

I ask for the yeas and nays.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms.

SNOWE). Is there a sufficient second?
There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. WARNER. Madam President, the

Senator brings to the attention of the
Senate through this amendment a very
important subject, one which is cur-
rently before the Senate in a number of
committees—Foreign Relations Com-
mittee, Banking Committee, and in all
probability the Commerce Committee
has an interest in it. I say to my col-
league that the Armed Services Com-
mittee, indeed, would have an interest,
of course, because it goes to the fun-
damental proposition of national secu-
rity.

But I have to say in total candor that
this amendment would require consid-
eration by at least the three enumer-
ated committees as well as ours. What
I am asking of my colleague, and I
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want to ask a few questions about it, is
that I hope the Senator would be agree-
able to laying this amendment aside so
that the Senate would proceed with
other amendments, and within that pe-
riod of time it would be the pending
amendment, within that period of
time, we will get the expression and
the views of colleagues serving on
those other committees.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. I thank the chair-
man for his consideration, and I would
not object to laying it aside so long as
I will be assured there will be a rollcall
vote if I so request it.

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, he
has requested and gotten his rollcall
vote.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Madam Presi-
dent, I only point out that I think it
would be very appropriate to consult
with and visit with the appropriate
chairman. I remind my distinguished
colleague that this is the exact lan-
guage that passed by a 405–10 vote in
the House, and I would regard that as
pretty bipartisan and noncontroversial.
That language passed out of the House
last November and has been referred to
the appropriate committees, where it
has—if I might use the word—‘‘lan-
guished’’ for several months without
any action. So it is for that reason I
think it is imperative that the Senate
have an opportunity to express its will
on something the House expressed its
opinion on months ago.

Mr. WARNER. I thank my colleague.
At this time, Madam President, I ask

unanimous consent that this amend-
ment be laid aside but that it remain
as the pending business on this bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I

see other colleagues here who may
wish to continue with opening state-
ments on the bill.

Mr. LEVIN. I wonder if my friend
from Virginia would yield to me so I
could ask the Senator from Arkansas a
question?

Mr. WARNER. Yes, I yield the floor.
Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, on the

matter that was set aside, I wonder if
the Senator could tell us whether or
not there have been any discussions be-
tween you and those committees that
we have now asked their reaction from
relative to holding hearings on that
amendment. Could he give us a little
background on that?

Mr. HUTCHINSON. I think there
were 10 bills that passed out of the
House regarding China policy as a
block, separate bills, but that was last
November. Two of those have passed, in
various forms, in the Senate. Six of
those bills were referred to the Foreign
Relations Committee. The other two—
the two I am now offering—one was re-
ferred to Banking and the other to Fi-
nance. I have had ongoing discussions
with Senator HELMS of the Foreign Re-
lations Committee. It is my under-
standing that they will address these
bills this coming week. Therefore, I

defer taking any action upon those be-
cause of the committee’s anticipation
of looking at these next week.

The ones in Banking and Finance I
thought were important to move ahead
on. This was the most appropriate ve-
hicle before us. I am not aware that
there were any plans for hearings.
Since so much time had elapsed since
they were referred to the Senate, it
would seem to be the appropriate time
to move them.

Mr. LEVIN. If I could ask the Sen-
ator an additional question. I am not
familiar with his amendment. Is this
particular amendment—has this been
introduced as a bill in the Senate sepa-
rately, or was it a House bill that came
over and was referred? And, if so, was
it referred to Banking or Foreign Rela-
tions?

Mr. HUTCHINSON. This particular
bill was referred to Banking.

Mr. LEVIN. Has the Banking Com-
mittee indicated that they are likely
to hold a hearing and have a markup
on this bill?

Mr. HUTCHINSON. They have not in-
dicated to me their intent to hold hear-
ings or move on this bill.

Mr. LEVIN. Have there been discus-
sions between you and the chairman?

Mr. HUTCHINSON. I have not talked
to Senator D’AMATO about the bill.

Mr. LEVIN. I thank my friend.
Mr. THOMAS addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Wyoming is recognized.
Mr. THOMAS. Madam President, I

rise to talk not so much about this bill
but the bills that have been talked
about here that passed in the House
last year. Many of them were referred
to the Foreign Relations Committee, of
which I happen to be chairman of the
Subcommittee on Asia and the Pacific
Rim. These were not heard because the
committee did not choose to hear
them. Now we find ourselves having a
hearing this morning on China. We find
the President preparing to go to China.

So this bill, of course, as the Senator
pointed out, was referred to Banking. I
am not familiar with that one. I am
here to tell you that I don’t think this
is the appropriate procedural place to
deal with these bills. There are com-
mittees that have jurisdiction over
them. They have been referred to those
committees. They can be referred to
those committees, and, in my view,
they should be referred to those com-
mittees. So if we are going to extend
the length of this debate by having
each of 10 bills discussed here and
voted on, then I think we need to pre-
pare ourselves for a rather long time.

Furthermore, I think we talked at
great length this morning about China
and about these kinds of issues. The
point of the matter is that nobody dis-
agrees with some of the issues that are
to be done here; the disagreement is
how they should be handled. To send
the President off to China with lan-
guage of this kind doesn’t seem to be a
proper thing to do. They were talking
about it when Jiang Zemin came here
last time.

So I am prepared to talk about these
bills if that is what we are going to do.
But, procedurally, it doesn’t seem to
me that this is the appropriate place to
deal with the bills. We can go on for a
very long time if that is what is going
to take place on this authorization bill.

I yield the floor.
Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I rise

to support the amendment to the Na-
tional Defense Authorization bill of-
fered by the Senator from Arkansas to
address what is clearly a national de-
fense issue—the conduct of Chinese
companies, owned and operated by the
People’s Liberation Army, in the
United States. It is based on a provi-
sion in a comprehensive bill I intro-
duced last year, the China Policy Act.

I believe that this bill is not only an
appropriate place to consider this
issue, it is the most appropriate, and is
indeed an issue of supreme national se-
curity interest. Furthermore, Mr.
President, if I thought the original bill
that was passed by the House by a vote
of 405–10 would actually be considered
by the Banking Committee, it may be
appropriate to wait. But it has been
over six months, Mr. President, and no
action has been taken. Given this is a
national security issue, we need to dis-
cuss this here and now.

Therefore, Mr. President, I wish to
outline some of my specific national
security concerns regarding these Peo-
ple’s Liberation Army companies.
First, we are all familiar with the well
publicized examples of Polytech and
Norinco, two companies caught trying
to smuggle fully automatic AK–47 as-
sault rifles, along with 4,000 clips of
ammunition, valued at over $4 million,
to supply street gangs and drug run-
ners in the United States. During the
course of this undercover sting oper-
ation, U.S. agents were offered a slew
of other heavy ordinance, including
shoulder-fired surface-to-air missiles.

Now Mr. President, these two compa-
nies are effectively controlled by the
People’s Liberation Army. In fact, the
head of the Polytech parent company,
Poly Group, is Major General He Ping,
the son-in-law of Deng Xiao-ping. He
heads Poly Group, a company that re-
ports directly to the Central Military
Commission of the People’s Liberation
Army. At the same time, Norinco is
the parent company of 150 businesses,
including the largest motorcycle
maker in China and one of the coun-
try’s most successful automakers.

As state-owned enterprises, PLA
companies frequently operate on non-
commercial terms, conducting their af-
fairs for such non-market reasons as
military espionage and prestige consid-
erations. Critics have also contended
that the China Ocean Shipping Com-
pany, otherwise known as COSCO, have
offered transoceanic shipping at well
below market rates because of state
subsidization and extremely low crew
costs, in order to penetrate markets
and further develop a strategic lift ca-
pability.

Last, Mr. President, the profits from
these companies will end up financing
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the Chinese military. Karl
Schoenberger, writing in Fortune Mag-
azine, estimated that the profits from
these PLA activities is conservatively
estimated at $2 to $3 billion. Based in
part on this purchasing power and the
Chinese military establishment’s con-
siderable use of off-budget financing,
the Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency estimated that Chinese mili-
tary spending is nine times what it an-
nounced.

The question therefore becomes, Mr.
President, do we want to know which
companies in the United States are fi-
nancing Chinese military expansion?
Do we want to know which companies
are financing the arm of repression in
the PRC that has been extensively de-
tailed on this floor over the past year?
Do we want to give the American con-
sumer the opportunity to know wheth-
er the product they are buying will
help finance the oppression in Tibet? I
believe that is our responsibility, Mr.
President, and that this amendment
will provide that vital information for
our national security, by mandating
that the Director of Central Intel-
ligence and the Director of the FBI
compile a list of these PLA companies
operating in the United States.

Finally, Mr. President, the President
of the United States needs the addi-
tional authority to take decisive ac-
tion against those companies that do
threaten our national security. This
amendment provides that economic au-
thority to stop the operation of these
front companies, and provides the only
effective tools in this economic war-
fare—the prohibition of economic ac-
tivity.

Therefore, Mr. President, I urge my
colleagues to support this amendment
as necessary, germane to the Defense
Authorization bill, and vital to our na-
tional security.

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire ad-
dressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire is recog-
nized.

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire.
Madam President, I rise as chairman of
the Strategic Subcommittee of the
Armed Services Committee to focus on
some areas that are very critical to our
Nation’s defense. Certainly, ‘‘strate-
gic’’ takes on a new meaning as we
hear news in the last few days of what
is happening in India.

We tried, in our subcommittee, to
continue initiatives that have been
started in previous years. At the same
time, because of overall funding reduc-
tions, we were forced to make some
substantial cuts, cuts that I did not
want to make. But as part of the over-
all budget, we felt we had to do it. So
we do have a budget cap, and that
issue, in and of itself, is somewhat con-
troversial.

I think it is time, as we look at the
reduction in defense spending, to begin
to look at that cap and, in my opinion,
remove the cap. We must recognize
that the defense budget has been cut

deeply, and these cuts are beginning
now to affect the effectiveness of our
military force.

The budgets of both DOD and DOE,
which are in my Strategic Subcommit-
tee, had to be reduced. I tried to do
that as fairly as I possibly could. Let
me just outline some of the tough
choices that we had to make. Missile
defense, of course, is an area that I
care deeply about. But there is some
redundancy in some of the programs
that we have. We have to begin to set
some priorities.

The budget, as it was presented to us
by the President, had some areas in it
that were funded in this budget but not
in future years. So the question is, If a
program such as MEADS—Medium Ex-
tended Air Defense System—is not
funded beyond 1999, what is the purpose
of providing funding for it in fiscal
1999? So I tried to look at this. If I
could not get a commitment from the
administration to fund beyond fiscal
year 1999, then I, for the most part, re-
duced or eliminated the funds for next
year. In the case of MEADS, our intent
is to encourage DOD to find alternative
approaches to meeting the require-
ment. But we cannot support the pro-
gram if DOD has no budget for it in the
future.

Another very controversial reduc-
tion, which I was not happy about, was
our cut of $97 million from the Air-
borne Laser Program. Because this was
a tough decision, I want to explain
what happened.

There were a lot of news reports that
said we ‘‘slashed’’ the Airborne Laser
Program, that we ‘‘ruined’’ the pro-
gram, that we ‘‘killed’’ the program,
that we have made it impossible for the
program to recover, and so on. This is
unfair and inaccurate. I simply felt
that we had an obligation to review the
technical and operational viability of
the program.

Two years ago, our Committee in-
cluded report language which basically
called on the Air Force and Airborne
Laser Program advocates to come for-
ward and justify the program. I do not
believe that they have done so.

So we withheld funds for placing this
very complex technology on an actual
aircraft, a 747, until the capability is
more fully tested and the operational
concepts are better defined by the Air
Force. I do not want to go into great
detail; to some degree I cannot because
it is classified. But let me be clear—we
only cut the dollars intended for inte-
grating this technology on an aircraft.
This does not destroy the Airborne
Laser Program, nor does it make any
comment, subtle or otherwise, by any-
one on the committee that somehow
this program is not worthy. It does re-
quire the Secretary of Defense, with
the help of outside experts, to review
the program’s technology and concept
of operations, and show us how this
technology will work when it is placed
upon an aircraft. I don’t think it de-
stroys the program to delay the pur-
chase of an airplane for a year or two

while we find out whether the tech-
nology and the operational concept is
valid. This is what congressional over-
sight is all about.

We have increased funding for Navy
Upper Tier, another missile defense
program, and the space-based laser
readiness demonstrator, which is the
ultimate step, I think, in missile de-
fense—the space-based laser.

We tried to reduce as much of the
risk as possible in the NMD Program
by encouraging the Department to
modify the program. Currently the so-
called 3+3 program is extremely high
risk. To deploy a complex system in 3
years is very, very difficult. It is an ar-
tificially compressed date and an arti-
ficially compressed program. It re-
quires us to do everything at once in-
stead of running a low-risk program to
ensure everything fits together first.
There is no margin for failure or prob-
lems. If one thing goes wrong, the
whole program could collapse. It needs
to be run like any other defense acqui-
sition program, with the objective of
reducing the program risk.

With the Administration’s 3+3 pro-
gram, we must first decide that there
is a missile threat to the United
States. Then we assume that in 3 years
we can deploy a system to intercept
that missile. I think that assumption
just does not make sense.

Can we depend on our intelligence to
give us that information? I draw my
colleagues’ attention to what happened
in the last few days with India’s nu-
clear tests. We didn’t, frankly, know
what was happening until it happened.
We either did not have that informa-
tion, or we did not heed it.

I am not trying to fault the intel-
ligence community, other than to say
that intelligence is not always objec-
tive. It is not always thorough. It is
not always timely. It is not always
heeded. The question we have to ask is,
Are we willing to take the risk once we
know that somebody has the capability
and the intent to use a missile against
us, and are we then prepared to say
that in 3 years we will have the tech-
nology deployed to intercept that mis-
sile? I am not prepared to take that
kind of chance, which is why I was very
disappointed in the vote in the Senate
yesterday on Senator COCHRAN’s legis-
lation, which would have established a
policy to deploy a national missile de-
fense system when it becomes tech-
nically feasible. That wise legislation
was rejected; it did not get enough
votes to bring it to cloture. So the cur-
rent administration plan for NMD 3+3
means an NMD system will be devel-
oped in 3 years, and when a threat is
acknowledged this system will be de-
ployed in 3 years.

This just does not make a lot of
sense. It naively assumes that we will
see all emerging threats, and that if
and when we see one, we can con-
fidently deploy a complex system in
just 3 years.

So I hope my colleagues in the Sen-
ate sometime sooner rather than later
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will come to the realization of how
dangerous this 3+3 approach really is.
Perhaps a few more unforseen nuclear
tests will convince them. If not, this
extremely naive and extremely dan-
gerous complacency could cost us dear-
ly in years to come. We are seeing pro-
liferation of missiles, and of the tech-
nology to develop missiles, all over the
world—China, North Korea, India,
Pakistan, Iran. And, yet, we were de-
nied the opportunity yesterday on the
Cochran proposal to get going on a na-
tional missile defense system.

It is extremely disturbing. As one
who deals with these issues every day
on the Armed Services Committee, and
specifically as the chairman of the
Strategic Subcommittee, I know full
well that this is a naive policy. It is
well intended—there is no question
there—but naive.

Colin Powell, former National Secu-
rity Adviser to President Reagan and
the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff under Presidents Bush and Clin-
ton, used to say we have to be con-
cerned first and foremost about the ca-
pability of an enemy because we never
know what his intent will be. The in-
tent tomorrow might be good. It might
be bad. But what is the capability? We
all know that the Chinese, and the
Russians, have the capability to fire a
missile at the United States of Amer-
ica. Do they have the intent? Maybe
not today. But what about tomorrow?

So we have to deal with capability. If
we deny that, if we look the other way,
we are really putting our heads in the
sand.

In space programs, the committee in-
crease funding for a range of activities:
space control technology development;
the enhanced global positioning sys-
tem; the microsatellite program and
the space maneuver vehicle. The budg-
et for those programs were increased.
These efforts are critical for the future
exploitation and use of space by the
United States.

Another area of the strategic forces
subcommittee budget concerns weap-
ons and other activities of the Depart-
ment of Energy. We tried there to sta-
bilize the core mission funding for
weapons activities and environmental
cleanup. As you know, we have a lot of
environmental cleanup to do as a re-
sult of DOD and DOE activities over
the past several decades, especially
during the cold war.

So we tried in our budget to main-
tain the capability to remanufacture
and certify enduring U.S. nuclear war-
heads. We tried to maintain the pace of
cleanup at DOE facilities with our
funding, and though the overall DOE
budget was reduced, a number of fund-
ing increases were authorized for pro-
grams critical to achieving these goals.

Increases include additional funding
for the four weapons production plants,
tritium production, and environmental
management technology development.
Some will criticize these DOD cuts.
But it is a matter of balance. If you
look at the budget in real terms, since

1996, DOD funding has decreased by 5.2
percent, and DOE has increased by 7.7
percent.

We did the best we could. I hope that
my colleagues will be supportive of the
recommendations that we have made,
not only in the Strategic Subcommit-
tee but in other subcommittees as well.
It is a tough job. I don’t think there is
a member of the committee who
doesn’t feel that we have gone probably
too far, that we need to, perhaps, re-
move that budget firewall and begin to
put more dollars into defense. But
given the constraints of the budget
agreement, we had to do with what we
had.

In conclusion, I thank Senators
THURMOND, LEVIN, and BINGAMAN for
the cooperation that we have had to-
gether, especially Senator BINGAMAN
on the subcommittee who has always
been courteous to me.

I want to thank Eric Thoemmes,
Paul Longsworth, and Monica Chavez
of the Armed Services Committee staff,
and John Luddy, Brad Lovelace, and
Steve Hellyar of my own staff as well.

I would be happy to yield the floor,
Madam President. I see others who
wish to speak.

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

Mr. DORGAN. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that privileges
of the floor be granted to Adam
Pawluk, Chrissie Timpe, and Meg
Dimeling for today’s session of the
Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Who seeks recognition?
Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. I note

the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.
The bill clerk proceeded to call the

roll.
Mr. HAGEL. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
FRIST). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. HAGEL. Mr. President, I rise this
afternoon to reflect on the business at
hand today; that is, our Department of
Defense authorization bill.

Three hours ago, I had the privilege
of joining a couple of my colleagues at
the Tomb of the Unknown Soldier dur-
ing a very somber, serious ceremony to
exhume the remains of the unknown
Vietnam veteran from the Tomb of the
Unknown Soldier. If you have followed
this, as all of our colleagues in this
body and most of America have, you
are aware that through sophisticated,
primarily DNA testing—and you, Mr.
President, of all people understand this
very well—we now are going to be able
to identify almost all remains from the
Vietnam war.

I begin my remarks this afternoon
with that reflection because what we
are about here today is serious busi-
ness. It is about the business of na-
tional defense—defending America’s in-
terests in the world. It is costly, it is

serious, and at some times it is dev-
astating. It is devastating for the fami-
lies who lose loved ones in crisis, in
war, in conflict.

But when I say it is costly, Mr. Presi-
dent, I mean costly. As one who has
spent some time in the Armed Forces,
who is somewhat familiar with the sac-
rifices that we ask of our men and
women and their families, I am as con-
cerned today about the defense capa-
bilities of our armed services as I have
been since the late 1970s. Not that our
men and women, our warriors, are not
up to the task, but I fear what we are
doing to our men and women who have
committed their lives to the defense of
freedom and the defense of this Nation
is that we are not providing them, we
are not making to them, the kind of
commitment in the resources they
need to do their job.

We are asking—and this has been the
case over the last 10 years—our Armed
Forces to do more with less—more de-
ployments, longer deployments. And as
you look at our Defense Department
budgets, this fiscal year 1999 budget
represents the 14th consecutive year of
decline in defense spending. In real dol-
lars, I think the American public
should know that this budget rep-
resents $3 billion less than current lev-
els and about a 40-percent drop from
the spending levels of the mid to late
1980s.

I compliment my colleagues on the
Armed Services Committee for dealing
with a difficult issue. I especially com-
pliment Chairman THURMOND, who, I
understand, will lead this authoriza-
tion bill fight for the last time. His
commitment to his country is not only
exemplary but it is truly unmatched in
this Chamber. There is no one who un-
derstands this business better than
Chairman THURMOND and who under-
stands what I am talking about today.

I will jump to the conclusion of my
remarks by saying this. It is time the
Congress of the United States be direct
and honest with the American public
and say what needs to be said, and that
is, we need to increase spending for our
Defense Department. We need to in-
crease spending. Any measurement you
take of where we are in inflation-ad-
justed dollars, this year’s defense budg-
et represents the smallest, in real dol-
lars, the smallest Defense Department
budget since the beginning of the Ko-
rean war. We have the smallest mili-
tary in nearly 50 years.

I am astounded that the President of
the United States comes before the
Congress and the American public and
says we have the smallest Government
ever. First of all, we don’t have the
smallest Government ever; a $1.7 tril-
lion Government is rather significant.
But he is half right; we have a military
that we have continued to hollow out
over the last 10 years. We will pay a se-
vere price for what we are doing to our
Armed Forces capability.

About 3 percent of our gross domestic
product today, less than half of what
we had in the 1980’s, goes to defense
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spending. By any measurement you
take of this issue of research, acquisi-
tion, and deployment of new weapons
systems, we are relying on aging and
older equipment.

I had an interesting conversation
over the weekend at the airport in
Omaha, NE. It was with two DOD audi-
tors who have been with the DOD, au-
diting systems equipment, for almost
30 years. Each of them told me inde-
pendently that they have never seen
such a situation since the late 1970s.
When they are auditing military orders
to cannibalize equipment in order to
get spare parts off of our jets, off of our
ships, off of our military vehicles,
something is drastically wrong when
that happens, drastically wrong.

I hear very interesting commentary
from the Secretary of Defense, whom I
admire greatly, about, if you would
just close more bases, that would give
us more money and free up the re-
sources. Well, that may do some of
that, but what is interesting is that it
does not give you any more manpower,
and in fact in the President’s budget
this year he calls for cutting 36,000 uni-
formed men and women from military
service, 12,000 Reserve men and women.
How can we, in fact, focus the re-
sources and make the commitment we
need to make to our men and women
who defend this Nation?

Let’s remember something. National
defense is the guarantor of our foreign
policy. Without a national defense, we
have no foreign policy. Yet we continue
to ask our men and women in uniform
to do more. Since 1990, our Armed
Forces have been used in 36 foreign
missions compared to 22 from 1980 to
1989. The Army decreased its manpower
by 36 percent while increasing the
workload by over 300 percent. Since
1989, the Air Force personnel have been
cut by one-third yet the number of
missions has quadrupled. From October
to January of last year, we lost over
600 Air Force jet pilots. The Army esti-
mated in 1997 that its deployable units
spent 180 to 190 days away from home
each year. This was before—before—the
recent escalation of our forces in the
Persian Gulf.

The Army Chief of Staff, General
Dennis Reimer recently said, ‘‘Our re-
quirements exceed our people to man
those requirements.’’

Let’s look at the quality of life. Let’s
ask what we are doing for the men and
women we are asking to commit, in
some cases, their lives; what we are
asking them to do and what we are giv-
ing in return—not only the increasing
rate of deployment, longer deployment,
cutting their time with families, im-
pacting their quality of life, but what
about housing? It is disgraceful. Last
year, the outgoing Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, General John
Shalikashvili, said that, ‘‘* * * we have
family housing that we ought not be
asking our folks to live in.’’

In the Air Force alone there are over
41,000 families on waiting lists for de-
cent housing. In my State of Nebraska,

at Offutt Air Force Base alone, there is
a terrible need for decent housing.
When I say decent housing, I don’t
mean villas, I mean running water, hot
water, plaster not falling from the ceil-
ing, windows not broken out. These
people in our Armed Forces are not
asking for palaces. How do we expect
the men and women in our Armed
Forces, as we send them, deploy them
all over the world, to concentrate on
the serious business before them if
they are worried about their families
at home because we in the Congress
and the President are not paying atten-
tion to focusing on the resources that
our men and women need?

Military pay lags 13 percent behind
that of the private sector. By the De-
partment of Defense’s own estimates,
more than 23,000 men and women in
uniform, and their families, are eligible
for food stamps. What does this do to
retention, recruitment and readiness?
That is the essence of a capable mili-
tary. The Army has fallen short of its
recruitment goal for the first time
since 1979—the first time. And the per-
centage of recruits in the United
States Army with high school diplomas
is declining. Since Desert Storm, the
percentage of Navy petty officers who
say they intend to make the Navy a ca-
reer has dropped by 10 percent.

Look at the world today. Is it getting
safer? Need we really look beyond what
happened earlier this week with the
atomic testing done by India? We have
major troop deployments around the
world today: 37,000 troops in South
Korea, major deployments of forces in
the Middle East, Japan, Europe, Bos-
nia. And what about the flash points
that are there today, the real possibili-
ties of conflict south of Bosnia,
Kosovo? What is yet to happen on the
subcontinent of Asia with Pakistan
and India? I will be in the Caspian Sea
region in 2 weeks—a tinderbox. Are we
prepared?

The end of the cold war has reduced
some threat. But now is no time to not
only withdraw American leadership but
to withdraw the commitment to our
Armed Forces. Our armed services are
the capability that we are relying on to
protect our national interests, our role
in the world, to guarantee our foreign
policy. That will not be done by
hollowing out our military. Today we
see a world that is shifting globally in
its geopolitical, economic, and mili-
tary power structures. We cannot allow
America to become weaker, or with-
draw from that world. Now is not the
time. Now is the time for America to
project its leadership and help form
and help craft and help incentivize and
lead the world to more freedom. You
cannot accomplish that with an unpre-
pared military.

I looked at the President’s budget
again this week, his fiscal year 1999
budget. The President proposes $123 bil-
lion in new domestic programs, but
again proposes to cut our military
budget. Surely now—surely America’s
national interests and our national se-
curity has some priority in this budget.

As we step back for a moment and
survey the world as it is—not as we
hope or wish it will be, but as it is—if
we in fact are, and I believe we are, ca-
pable of taking advantage of the tre-
mendous opportunities and hopes and
the series of historical consequences
and events that have come together in
a rather magnificent way to make the
world better, it is going to require
American leadership. Not that we need
to shoulder all the burden—of course
not. But part of that American leader-
ship is a national security worthy of
who we are and a commitment to the
people that we ask daily to defend our
Nation—a commitment to give them
the resources they need.

I would say finally, Mr. President, to
me a part of that commitment is not to
underfund our military but, in fact, it
is to start rebuilding our military. I
hope as this issue develops and debate
develops, that the issue we are about
today will extend far beyond the nar-
rowness of the focus that we debate
today, but interconnects with the fu-
ture and our leadership, and much of
that future resides at the core of our
national defense capabilities.

I thank my colleagues who serve on
the Armed Services Committee for
their efforts, their leadership, and their
lives that many have devoted to mak-
ing this a more secure world and help-
ing our military.

I yield the floor.
Several Senators addressed the

Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from South Carolina.
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I

thank my able colleague from Ne-
braska for his kind words about me. I
also wish to thank him for the great
service he has rendered this country
here in the Senate. He is an expert on
defense matters and his opinions are
certainly worth the consideration of
every Senator here.

Again, it is a pleasure to serve with
him. I wish him continued success.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I wonder
if the Senator will yield just for one
moment?

Mr. THOMAS. Certainly.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Michigan.
Mr. LEVIN. I simply want to add my

thanks to the Senator from Nebraska.
Every year when this bill comes up, he
is here. It is a very important contribu-
tion which he is making to the na-
tional defense. We on the Armed Serv-
ices Committee do the best we can, but
we have colleagues such as the Senator
from Nebraska who add their immense
expertise and passion and feeling about
these issues, and it is significantly im-
portant to us and I thank the Senator
for doing that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, what is
the pending business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
pending business is the Hutchinson
amendment.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S4871May 14, 1998
AMENDMENT NO. 2401 TO AMENDMENT NO. 2387

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to amendment No. 2387
to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Wyoming [Mr. THOMAS]
proposes an amendment numbered 2401 to
amendment No. 2387.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
In the pending amendments, on page 1,

strike lines 5 through page 5, line 4.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I sim-
ply send the amendment which will
deal with the findings of this bill and
eliminate them in a second-degree
amendment.

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that Mr. Ed
Fienga, a Department of the Air Force
fellow in the office of Senator KAY BAI-
LEY HUTCHISON be granted the privilege
of the floor during the consideration of
S. 2057.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HAGEL). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the pend-
ing business be set aside so that I can
offer a second amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 2388

(Purpose: Relating to the use of forced labor
in the People’s Republic of China)

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, I
call up amendment No. 2388 and ask for
its consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Arkansas (Mr. HUTCH-
INSON), for himself and Mr. ABRAHAM, pro-
poses an amendment numbered 2388.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed
with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
Add at the end the following new sections:

SEC. ll. FINDINGS.
Congress makes the following findings:
(1) The United States Customs Service has

identified goods, wares, articles, and mer-
chandise mined, produced, or manufactured
under conditions of convict labor, forced
labor, and indentured labor in several coun-
tries.

(2) The United States Customs Service has
actively pursued attempts to import prod-
ucts made with forced labor, resulting in sei-
zures, detention orders, fines, and criminal
prosecutions.

(3) The United States Customs Service has
taken 21 formal administrative actions in
the form of detention orders against dif-
ferent products destined for the United
States market, found to have been made
with forced labor, including products from
the People’s Republic of China.

(4) The United States Customs Service does
not currently have the tools to obtain the
timely and in-depth verification necessary to
identify and interdict products made with
forced labor that are destined for the United
States market.
SEC. ll. AUTHORIZATION FOR ADDITIONAL

CUSTOMS PERSONNEL TO MONITOR
THE IMPORTATION OF PRODUCTS
MADE WITH FORCED LABOR.

There are authorized to be appropriated for
monitoring by the United States Customs
Service of the importation into the United
States of products made with forced labor,
the importation of which violates section 307
of the Tariff Act of 1930 or section 1761 of
title 18, United States Code, $2,000,000 for fis-
cal year 1999.
SEC. ll. REPORTING REQUIREMENT ON

FORCED LABOR PRODUCTS DES-
TINED FOR THE UNITED STATES
MARKET.

(a) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 1
year after the date of the enactment of this
Act, the Commissioner of Customs shall pre-
pare and transmit to Congress a report on
products made with forced labor that are
destined for the United States market.

(b) CONTENTS OF REPORT.—The report
under subsection (a) shall include informa-
tion concerning the following:

(1) The extent of the use of forced labor in
manufacturing products destined for the
United States market.

(2) The volume of products made with
forced labor, destined for the United States
market, that is in violation of section 307 of
the Tariff Act of 1930 or section 1761 of the
title 18, United States Code, and is seized by
the United States Customs Service.

(3) The progress of the United States Cus-
toms Service in identifying and interdicting
products made with forced labor that are
destined for the United States market.
SEC. ll. RENEGOTIATING MEMORANDA OF UN-

DERSTANDING ON FORCED LABOR.
It is the sense of Congress that the Presi-

dent should determine whether any country
with which the United States has a memo-
randum of understanding with respect to re-
ciprocal trade which involves goods made
with forced labor is frustrating implementa-
tion of the memorandum. Should an affirma-
tive determination be made, the President
should immediately commence negotiations
to replace the current memorandum of un-
derstanding with one providing for effective
procedures for the monitoring of forced

labor, including improved procedures to re-
quest investigations of suspected prison
labor facilities by international monitors.
SEC. ll. DEFINITION OF FORCED LABOR.

As used in sections ll through ll of this
Act, the term ‘‘forced labor’’ means convict
labor, forced labor, or indentured labor, as
such terms are used in section 307 of the Tar-
iff Act of 1930.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to add my good
friend and colleague, Senator ABRAHAM
of Michigan, as an original cosponsor
of this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President,
this amendment is simple and, again, it
was noncontroversial when it was
voted on in the House of Representa-
tives. In fact, the language in this
amendment passed the House with al-
most unanimous support. Having
served in the House 4 years, I know this
happens rarely. It was a 419-to-2 vote.
So, it had overwhelming bipartisan
support.

This amendment will simply do two
things: First, it will express the sense
of the Congress that the President
should replace any memorandums of
understanding on prison labor that
lack effective monitoring procedures
like the one negotiated with the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China and replace the
agreement with a stricter monitoring
system.

Second, the bill authorizes $2 million
in additional funds for the U.S. Cus-
toms Service to monitor the importa-
tion of slave-labor-produced goods. As
everyone in this body knows, the im-
portation of goods made by convicts
has been banned for more than a half a
century. This law underscores Ameri-
cans’ firm conviction that such prod-
ucts produced by coerced and forced
labor should not be sold in this coun-
try. I believe Americans are repulsed
by the very thought of benefiting from
cheap prices on products produced by
the sweat and blood of foreign pris-
oners.

Despite this ban, products made in
Communist China’s vast archipelago of
slave labor camps, known as the laogai,
continue to flow into this country
unabated. This system of laogai, a
word meaning reform through labor,
was designed for the dual purposes of
political control and forced economic
development. Interestingly, this sys-
tem is modeled on Stalin’s Soviet
Gulag, which we all remember was ex-
posed most graphically by Alexander
Solzhenitsyn.

This system of forced labor, slave
labor, has been an integral part of Chi-
nese totalitarianism since the incep-
tion of the People’s Republic of China
in 1949. Harry Wu, a survivor of the
laogai, and a friend of mine, has esti-
mated that some 50 million Chinese
men and women have passed through
these camps, of whom 15 million have
perished. Today, anywhere from 6 to 8
million people are captive in the 1,100
camps of laogai, held and forced to
work under grossly inhumane condi-
tions.
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According to official statistics, the

laogai operate 140 export enterprises
selling products to over 70 nations
abroad, including the United States.
These enterprises are responsible for
producing key commodities, including
uranium, graphite, rubber, cotton, as-
bestos, and one-third of Chinese tea is
produced in these slave labor camps, as
well as a huge array of consumer
goods, including toys, artificial flowers
and, ironically, Christmas lights and
rosaries.

When I went to China in January, I
asked to visit a laogai prison. In fact,
I asked every day. I asked repeatedly,
and repeatedly, but my requests to
visit a laogai prison were denied. For-
tunately, one of my colleagues in the
House on an earlier trip, Representa-
tive FRANK WOLF, was able to visit Bei-
jing Prison No. 1. This is the exterior
of that prison camp that Congressman
WOLF visited, a prison camp that in-
cludes a slave labor industry.

This second photo shows us the pic-
ture of the Beijing hosiery factory.
This is located inside of that prison
camp.

The third photo actually shows the
assembly line where these products are
made.

In this prison, Mr. WOLF found slave
laborers producing socks on this as-
sembly line. I have some of the very
socks produced on that assembly line
which Mr. WOLF brought back. You can
see the socks. This particular pair was
determined to be for export. This is not
just a matter of laogai slave labor pris-
ons, which would be horrific enough,
that would be bad enough, but these
particular products were made for ex-
port to other countries.

When I was in China, I saw many
things. One thing I did not see was any
golf courses, but the logo on these
socks is a person swinging a golf club,
obviously not intended for sale within
China but for sale on the foreign mar-
ket.

Although the United States entered
into binding agreements with China in
1992 and 1994 to bar trade in prison
labor products and to allow inspection
of its forced-labor camps, the Chinese
Government has frustrated their imple-
mentation, both by using dual names
to disguise camp products and by deny-
ing access to those slave labor camps.

In 1996, the Chinese Government
granted access to just one prison labor
camp. Out of the whole laogai system,
access in 1996 was granted to only one
that had been requested by the U.S.
Customs Service.

Mr. President, the following two
charts show examples of laogai prison
camps that have never been inspected,
though the request has been made to
visit. These photos were taken, obvi-
ously, outside the camp. This is laogai
slave labor camp No. 5 and Zhejiang
laogai slave labor camp. Both of these
labor camps—we have a second picture
as well—show individuals going into
the camp. These pictures were obtained
by the Laogai Research Foundation.

Mr. President, the two most recent
State Department human rights re-
ports on China state that ‘‘Repeated
delays in arranging prison labor site
visits called into question the govern-
ment’s intention regarding the imple-
mentation of the two agreements.’’

So we have two agreements with
China which were to provide for inspec-
tions of these camps in which these
kinds of products are made to compete
with American workers. According to
our State Department, we have found,
instead of cooperation, obstructionism
and delays in arranging for visits to
those labor camps.

Obviously, I think this indicates that
the Chinese Government is not intent
on cooperating with us on trying to en-
sure that the products produced are
not being sold domestically or to the
foreign market and that humane condi-
tions prevail in these camps.

The U.S. Customs Service has al-
ready banned 27 different products of
laogai camps. Unfortunately, in testi-
mony before the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee, on May 22, 1997, the
Customs Commissioner George Weise
noted that the Customs Service is too
weak and understaffed to monitor Chi-
na’s slave labor enterprises.

Specifically, he said:
We simply do not have the tools within our

present arsenal at Customs to gain the time-
ly and in depth verification that we need.

I want to say I do not know whether
he is accurate in that contention or
not. I would not presume to say wheth-
er or not the Customs Service actually
has the resources to do the job or not.
But I want them to have no excuse; I
do not want them to be able to come to
the House or to the Senate, to our com-
mittees, our oversight committees, and
say, we simply cannot do the job that
we are mandated to do in ensuring that
these products are not being sold in the
United States of America that are
being produced in these slave labor
camps.

These expansive forced-labor camps
operate at very low costs even in rela-
tion to China’s lower wage scale, thus
providing them a competitive advan-
tage over other firms and giving them
sizable profit margins that help to fund
the Chinese Government. The laogai
are in a win-win situation. It is a win-
win for China. They help maintain
their political control and indoctrina-
tion of the citizenry, and they funnel
money into their treasury through
these slave labor enterprises. American
businesses that use wage-earning em-
ployees are being placed at a competi-
tive disadvantaged by less scrupulous
competitors who use this illegal source
of artificially cheap labor.

These socks are the kind of thing
they are producing. And they are pro-
ducing them with slave labor, prisoners
who are being paid little, if anything.
And those laborers are competing with
American workers, placing our workers
at an incredible disadvantage. As more
businesses rely on Chinese slave labor
and slave-labor-produced goods, U.S.

employment in these industries fall.
Thus, despite the productivity advan-
tage of U.S. labor—and I do not believe
there is a better worker in the world; I
do not believe there are harder workers
in the world than the American work-
er—but in spite of that high productiv-
ity, how can we ask them to compete?
And, in fact, they cannot compete
against low- or no-cost employment in
the People’s Republic of China.

Mr. President, I doubt American con-
sumers would knowingly fund a Stalin-
ist system of forced labor and repres-
sion. That is why they support laws
banning this practice and expect the
U.S. Government to do everything pos-
sible to ensure that such products are
not sold in the United States. Yet be-
cause of the lax enforcement and the
open Chinese disregard for United
States law, Americans are being duped
into buying products made by slave la-
borers. I think that is unfortunate. I
think they are doing so unwittingly.
But I think we have to do a better job
to ensure, in monitoring those prod-
ucts that are coming into this country,
that they are not made in inhumane,
slave labor conditions that exist in
hundreds of prisons in China today.

That is why this is a modest—what I
would call a baby step, this is a
minimalist approach. This is the least
we can do, to simply give $2 million to
the Customs Service and say we have
to have better monitoring of these
products. We have a moral obligation
to do everything in our power to stop
slave labor and to end the flow of slave-
labor-produced goods in this country
which will stop the flow of profits or at
least slow the flow of profits into the
PRC. I think it is a rational first step,
a small step but a rational step.

I urge my fellow Senators to join 419
Members of the U.S. House of Rep-
resentatives by passing this amend-
ment to increase the Customs Service
enforcement funding and to reach
agreements that give the Customs
Service the powers they need to end
this bloody trail.

I ask for the yeas and nays on this
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

Is there a sufficient second?
There is not a sufficient second.
Several Senators addressed the

Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from South Carolina.
Mr. THURMOND. I would like to in-

quire of the Senator, here he provides
$2 million to be used to handle this sit-
uation. Will that come out of the de-
fense bill?

Mr. HUTCHINSON. I say to the chair-
man, I would presume that the $2 mil-
lion—this is an amendment to the De-
partment of Defense bill, so I would as-
sume the $2 million would come out of
the defense bill. And $2 million, I might
add—if I might inquire of the chair-
man, the total budget, the total
amount authorized in the defense bill,
is how much?
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Mr. THURMOND. If that comes out

of defense, then I will have to oppose
the amendment.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. I simply say that
the national security of the United
States—part of that is ensuring that
the People’s Liberation Army and the
Chinese Government not receive re-
sources and revenues through products
produced by slave labor.

Mr. HARKIN. Will the Senator yield?
Mr. HUTCHINSON. I am glad to.
Mr. HARKIN. To answer the chair-

man’s point, it does not come out of de-
fense. It just authorizes the Depart-
ment of Treasury to allocate $2 mil-
lion.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Two million dol-
lars.

Mr. HARKIN. For this purpose.
Mr. HUTCHINSON. I thank my col-

league for that clarification.
Mr. HARKIN. It does not come out of

this.
Mr. HUTCHINSON. I say to the chair-

man, may I clarify my previous re-
sponse that in fact it would not come
from the Department of Defense, not
come from the defense budget, but au-
thorizes $2 million from the Depart-
ment of Treasury. So it would not in
any way intrude upon that which your
committee has sought to ensure ade-
quate defenses for the country.

Mr. THURMOND. Thank you for the
clarification.

Mr. HARKIN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Iowa.
AMENDMENT NO. 2402 TO AMENDMENT NO. 2388

(Purpose: To increase monitoring of im-
ported products made with forced or inden-
tured labor and forced or indentured child)
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I have

an amendment to the Hutchinson
amendment I send to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HARKIN], for

himself and Mr. WELLSTONE, proposes an
amendment numbered 2402 to amendment
No. 2388.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask
that reading of the amendment be dis-
pensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
In lieu of the language proposed to be in-

serted, insert the following:
SECTION 1. FINDINGS.

Congress makes the following findings:
(1) The United States Customs Service has

identified goods, wares, articles, and mer-
chandise mined, produced, or manufactured
under conditions of convict labor, forced
labor, or indentured labor, in several coun-
tries.

(2) The United States Customs Service has
made limited attempts to prohibit the im-
port of products made with forced labor, re-
sulting in only a few seizures, detention or-
ders, fines, and criminal prosecutions.

(3) The United States Customs Service has
taken 21 formal administrative actions in
the form of detention orders against dif-
ferent products destined for the United
States market, found to have been made
with forced labor, including products from
the People’s Republic of China.

(4) However, the United States Customs
Service has never formally investigated or
pursued enforcement with respect to at-
tempts to import products made with forced
or indentured child labor.

(5) The United States Customs Service can
use additional resources and tools to obtain
the timely and in-depth verification nec-
essary to identify and interdict products
made with forced labor or indentured labor,
including forced or indentured child labor,
that are destined for the United States mar-
ket.

(6) The International Labor Organization
estimates that approximately 250,000,000
children between the ages of 5 and 14 are
working in developing countries, including
millions of children in bondage or otherwise
forced to work for little or no pay.

(7) Congress has clearly indicated in Public
Law 105–61, Treasury-Postal Service Appro-
priations, 1998, that forced or indentured
child labor constitutes forced labor under
section 307 of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C.
1307).
SEC. 2. AUTHORIZATION FOR ADDITIONAL CUS-

TOMS PERSONNEL TO MONITOR THE
IMPORTATION OF PRODUCTS MADE
WITH FORCED OR INDENTURED
LABOR.

There are authorized to be appropriated
$2,000,000 for fiscal year 1999 to the United
States Customs Service to monitor the im-
portation of products made with forced labor
or indentured labor, including forced or in-
dentured child labor, the importation of
which violates section 307 of the Tariff Act of
1930 or section 1761 of title 18, United States
Code.
SEC. 3. REPORTING REQUIREMENT ON FORCED

LABOR OR INDENTURED LABOR
PRODUCTS DESTINED FOR THE
UNITED STATES MARKET.

(a) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 1
year after the date of enactment of this Act,
the Commissioner of Customs shall prepare
and transmit to Congress a report on prod-
ucts made with forced labor or indentured
labor, including forced or indentured child
labor that are destined for the United States
market.

(b) CONTENTS OF REPORT.—The report
under subsection (a) shall include informa-
tion concerning the following:

(1) The extent of the use of forced labor or
indentured labor, including forced or inden-
tured child labor in manufacturing or mining
products destined for the United States mar-
ket.

(2) The volume of products made or mined
with forced labor or indentured labor, includ-
ing forced or indentured child labor that is—

(A) destined for the United States market,
(B) in violation of section 307 of the Tariff

Act of 1930 or section 1761 of title 18, United
States Code, and

(C) seized by the United States Customs
Service.

(3) The progress of the United States Cus-
toms Service in identifying and interdicting
products made with forced labor or inden-
tured labor, including forced or indentured
child labor that are destined for the United
States market.
SEC. 4. RENEGOTIATING MEMORANDA OF UN-

DERSTANDING ON FORCED LABOR.
It is the sense of Congress that the Presi-

dent should determine whether any country
with which the United States has a memo-
randum of understanding with respect to re-
ciprocal trade that involves goods made with
forced labor or indentured labor, including
forced or indentured child labor is frustrat-
ing implementation of the memorandum. If
an affirmative determination be made, the
President should immediately commence ne-
gotiations to replace the current memoran-
dum of understanding with one providing for

effective procedures for the monitoring of
forced labor or indentured labor, including
forced or indentured child labor. The memo-
randum of understanding should include im-
proved procedures for requesting investiga-
tions of suspected work sites by inter-
national monitors.
SEC. 5. DEFINITION OF FORCED LABOR.

In this Act, the term ‘‘forced labor’’ means
convict labor, forced labor, or indentured
labor, as such terms are used in section 307
of the Tariff Act of 1930. The term includes
forced or indentured child labor—

(1) that is exacted from any person under
15 years of age, either in payment for the
debts of a parent, relative, or guardian, or
drawn under false pretexts; and

(2) with respect to which such person is
confined against the person’s will.

Section 307 of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19
U.S.C. 1307) is amended by adding at the end
the following new paragraph:

‘‘For purposes of this section, forced or
indentured labor includes forced or inden-
tured child labor.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, this is a
second degree to the Hutchinson
amendment.

I ask unanimous consent to add my
name to the Hutchinson amendment as
a cosponsor; and Senator WELLSTONE
also wanted to be added as a cosponsor
of the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HARKIN. I have spoken with the
author of the pending amendment, and
I am very supportive of Senator Hutch-
inson’s amendment. This is a friendly
amendment, which he accepts. My
amendment does not in any way
change the intent of the Hutchinson
amendment nor does it add any more
money.

Basically, this amendment reflects
the intent of Congress to include forced
and indentured child labor in the inter-
pretation of section 307 of the Tariff
Act of 1930.

The Congress spoke with one voice
when it instructed the U.S. Customs
Service to block from entry into the
United States any imports made by
forced or indentured child labor, as
they are inherently for imports made
with forced and indentured labor.

This clarification of congressional in-
tent was part of the fiscal year 1998
Treasury-Postal appropriations bill
which the President has signed into
law. So, again, this amendment does
not change anything really of the
Hutchinson amendment. It simply adds
forced and indentured child labor as
part of the amendment.

As I said, it preserves the congres-
sional intent passed last year. The U.S.
Customs Service will still be able to
aggressively pursue items made with
convict labor, forced labor, or inden-
tured labor, and prevent them from
reaching our shores. They should right-
ly do so. That is why I am supportive of
the Hutchinson amendment.

Again, the reason this is necessary is
a little over a year ago—actually about
2 years ago now—I contacted the
Treasury Department to ask if section
307 of the Tariff Act of 1930 covered
forced and indentured child labor.
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I got a letter back saying, well, they

did not know. They needed clarifica-
tion. Last year, under the Treasury-
Postal appropriations bill, we provided
that clarification that it indeed cov-
ered forced and indentured child labor.
And that is what my amendment does
here; it just adds those words back in
there.

And, again, it should be added be-
cause in many cases these children are
like slaves. They are sold, maybe some-
times for an outstanding debt that is
owed to a family. They are traded like
cattle. Typically what happens is, a
child is sold into a factory or plant as
a payment for an outstanding debt.
The middle man, a loan shark, trans-
fers the child to a work setting far
away from his home. And these kids
literally work as virtual slaves doing
anything from making rugs to soccer
balls to serving as prostitutes, to
breaking bricks or mining granite or
making glassware. Many times these
kids are never released from their
bondage until they get too old to do
the work. They are punished severely;
a lot of times they work 12 to 15 hours
a day.

Mr. President, last year I visited a
place out of New Delhi called the Muki
Ashram, or ‘‘liberation retreat’’ estab-
lished in 1991 by Kailash Satiyarti,
president of the South Asian Coalition
on Child Servitude, located right out-
side of New Delhi, a place where bonded
child laborers are freed from the shack-
les of slavery. They are brought there,
they are rehabilitated, they are able to
go to school, learn a trade and regain
their sense of self-worth. I was deeply
moved by this establishment.

I saw somewhere between 50 and 100
kids who were there, many as young as
8 years of age, many of whom had been
beaten. I saw kids that had marks still
on their face and their arms where
they had been burned with red-hot pok-
ers and things like that. These kids
were now being taught in a school, pro-
vided nutrition. As I said, they get
their sense of self-worth back.

I have two stories here of two of the
kids who I saw when I was there. I ask
unanimous consent that these two sto-
ries be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

STORY OF EXPLOITED CHILD

Mohan, a seven year old boy exploited by a
carpet loom owner. He was taken away by a
dalal from his native village of Bihar to a
carpet loom in Allahabad, U.P. Labour re-
cruiter (Dalal) came to his parents and lured
them by giving false promises of a good life
and bright future of Mohan Kumar.

After reaching Allahabad, his cruel em-
ployer treated him just like an animal,
Mohan was forced to work for 16–18 hours a
day. While working he was beaten very fre-
quently by his master or his attendant.
Some times he passed sleepless night due to
pain, but nobody was taking care of him. In
the name of food, he was given only two
chapaties, and forced to eat at the same
place where he worked. He was guarded by
the attendant of his master in the night and
even not allowed to go for routine work
alone.

One day Mohan was weeping to go to meet
his parents at the very moment, his cruel
employer hitted him by a pointed weapon.
His left eye had injured. His parents came to
know of his pathetic condition, they re-
ported the matter to the activists of BBA–
SACCS. A raid and rescue operation was or-
ganized by activists of BBA–SACCS for re-
leasing of Mohan Kumar.

After releasing, Mohan Kumar joined
Mukti Ashram, he was suffering from the
traumatic effects. Still he has the mark of
that brutal act of his master under his left
eye. Slowly and gradually, he accustomed
with the environment of Mukti Ashram and
recovered from the traumatic effect. He
began to taking interest in his studies. Now
his ambition to become a Sub-divisional
Magistrate (SDM) so that, he can help to
those miserable children, who are in bond-
age.

SMILE EVEN WHEN YOU ARE IN TROUBLE

One fine morning Nageshwar sang while
walking in Mukti Ashram’s garden—‘‘Smile
and sing even when you are in trouble.’’ For
every winter follows spring as the dawn fol-
lows dusk.

And the Mukti Ashram celebrated it, Ev-
eryone, children and teachers were singing
and dancing, ‘Thank God! Nageshwar’s voice
came back, which he lost for more than
three weeks.

Nageshwar comes from a remote district of
Bihar. When he was seven and playing with
his two younger brothers, a Dalal (Labour
recruiter) came along with four children of
the same age of Nageshwar lured him by giv-
ing some sweets and false promise of a good
life and bright future. Due to allurement,
Nageshwar and his brothers were ready to go
with Dalal. Dalal taken away them to a car-
pet loom situated in the remote area of Al-
lahabad, Uttar Pradesh.

Carpet loom owner treated him just like a
slave. Nageshwar was forced to work for 18 to
20 hours a day even some times for whole
night also. While weaving the carpet his
cruel employer often beat him brutally with
a panja ( a tool used in carpet weaving). In
the name of food, Nageshwar’s employer
given him two chapaties with salt twice a
day and forced to eat. Nageshwar has no sep-
arate place to sleep and forced to sleep only
for two hours in the same place where he
worked.

It was November 1st, 1995 the acts of barba-
rism against Nageshwar reached their peak.
Around mid night after Nageshwar had
helped his two younger brothers to escape
from the continuous harassment, physical
torture and tyranny they had been suffering
for years, his employer punished him with
red hot iron rod, causing irreparable damage
to his body. Nageshwar cried and cried—‘Oh
God, Oh father’ but no body was their to help
him.

When the villagers noticed the sign of this
torture they reported to BBA–SACCS. No-
vember 4th 1995 was the independence day for
Nageshwar. On that day Nageshwar and his
younger brothers and other four children
were released with the great efforts of the
activists of BBA–SACCS.

When Nageshwar came to the Mukti
Ashram, he was ‘‘shell shocked’’, and lost his
speech. After a month of comprehensive
medical treatment and special care and at-
tention from other children and the Ashram
staff, he became able to speak and express
his feelings Slowly and gradually he had
begun to enjoy the life of Mukti Ashram.

Mr. HARKIN. Again, I want to make
it clear I am very supportive of the
Hutchinson amendment. I believe it is
a good amendment. This is a friendly
amendment—just to add the word

‘‘child.’’ In other words, under ‘‘forced
and indentured labor’’ to include
‘‘forced and indentured child labor’’ to
clarify section 307 of the Tariff Act of
1930.

I am proud to be a cosponsor of the
Hutchinson amendment.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. HARKIN. Yes.
Mr. HUTCHINSON. I may have

missed this. Would you clarify it, was
this the language that was adopted last
year?

Mr. HARKIN. Yes, this exact lan-
guage was adopted by both the House
and the Senate last year on the Treas-
ury-Postal appropriations bill.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. But because it
was appropriations, it was only good
for 1 year?

Mr. HARKIN. That is the problem.
Mr. HUTCHINSON. I express my sup-

port for the friendly amendment and
appreciate your support for the under-
lying amendment.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, if the
Chair will advise as to the pending
amendment so everybody listening has
it clearly in mind.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
pending amendment is amendment
numbered 2402 offered by the Senator
from Iowa as a second-degree amend-
ment to the amendment of the Senator
from Arkansas.

Mr. WARNER. For further clarifica-
tion, the yeas and nays have not been
ordered?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
INHOFE). That is correct.

Mr. WARNER. And therefore the de-
bate and the colloquy on this amend-
ment should continue. I am advised
that we would not be successful in a
unanimous consent requirement to lay
it aside and am perfectly willing at
this time to continue debate on the
Senator’s amendment.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, I
would like to modify my amendment to
accept the Harkin second degree.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be so modified.

The amendment (No. 2388), as modi-
fied, is as follows:

At the end of the bill add the following:
SECTION 1. FINDINGS.

Congress makes the following findings:
(1) The United States Customs Service has

identified goods, wares, articles, and mer-
chandise mined, produced, or manufactured
under conditions of convict labor, forced
labor, or indentured labor, in several coun-
tries.

(2) The United States Customs Service has
made limited attempts to prohibit the im-
port of products made with forced labor, re-
sulting in only a few seizures, detention or-
ders, fines, and criminal prosecutions.
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(3) The United States Customs Service has

taken 21 formal administrative actions in
the form of detention orders against dif-
ferent products destined for the United
States market, found to have been made
with forced labor, including products from
the People’s Republic of China.

(4) However, the United States Customs
Service has never formally investigated or
pursued enforcement with respect to at-
tempts to import products made with forced
or indentured child labor.

(5) The United States Customs Service can
use additional resources and tools to obtain
the timely and in-depth verification nec-
essary to identify and interdict products
made with forced labor or indentured labor,
including forced or indentured child labor,
that are destined for the United States mar-
ket.

(6) The International Labor Organization
estimates that approximately 250,000,000
children between the ages of 5 and 14 are
working in developing countries, including
millions of children in bondage or otherwise
forced to work for little or no pay.

(7) Congress has clearly indicated in Public
Law 105–61, Treasury-Postal Service Appro-
priations, 1998, that forced or indentured
child labor constitutes forced labor under
section 307 of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C.
1307).
SEC. 2. AUTHORIZATION FOR ADDITIONAL CUS-

TOMS PERSONNEL TO MONITOR THE
IMPORTATION OF PRODUCTS MADE
WITH FORCED OR INDENTURED
LABOR.

There are authorized to be appropriated
$2,000,000 for fiscal year 1999 to the United
States Customs Service to monitor the im-
portation of products made with forced labor
or indentured labor, including forced or in-
dentured child labor, the importation of
which violates section 307 of the Tariff Act of
1930 or section 1761 of title 18, United States
Code.
SEC. 3. REPORTING REQUIREMENT ON FORCED

LABOR OR INDENTURED LABOR
PRODUCTS DESTINED FOR THE
UNITED STATES MARKET.

(a) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 1
year after the date of enactment of this Act,
the Commissioner of Customs shall prepare
and transmit to Congress a report on prod-
ucts made with forced labor or indentured
labor, including forced or indentured child
labor that are destined for the United States
market.

(b) CONTENTS OF REPORT.—The report
under subsection (a) shall include informa-
tion concerning the following:

(1) The extent of the use of forced labor or
indentured labor, including forced or inden-
tured child labor in manufacturing or mining
products destined for the United States mar-
ket.

(2) The volume of products made or mined
with forced labor or indentured labor, includ-
ing forced or indentured child labor that is—

(A) destined for the United States market,
(B) in violation of section 307 of the Tariff

Act of 1930 or section 1761 of title 18, United
States Code, and

(C) seized by the United States Customs
Service.

(3) The progress of the United States Cus-
toms Service in identifying and interdicting
products made with forced labor or inden-
tured labor, including forced or indentured
child labor that are destined for the United
States market.
SEC. 4. RENEGOTIATING MEMORANDA OF UN-

DERSTANDING ON FORCED LABOR.
It is the sense of Congress that the Presi-

dent should determine whether any country
with which the United States has a memo-
randum of understanding with respect to re-
ciprocal trade that involves goods made with

forced labor or indentured labor, including
forced or indentured child labor is frustrat-
ing implementation of the memorandum. If
an affirmative determination be made, the
President should immediately commence ne-
gotiations to replace the current memoran-
dum of understanding with one providing for
effective procedures for the monitoring of
forced labor or indentured labor, including
forced or indentured child labor. The memo-
randum of understanding should include im-
proved procedures for requesting investiga-
tions of suspected work sites by inter-
national monitors.
SEC. 5. DEFINITION OF FORCED LABOR.

In this Act, the term ‘‘forced labor’’ means
convict labor, forced labor, or indentured
labor, as such terms are used in section 307
of the Tariff Act of 1930. The term includes
forced or indentured child labor—

(1) that is exacted from any person under
15 years of age, either in payment for the
debts of a parent, relative, or guardian, or
drawn under false pretexts; and

(2) with respect to which such person is
confined against the person’s will.

Section 307 of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19
U.S.C. 1307) is amended by adding at the end
the following new paragraph:

‘‘For purposes of this section, forced or in-
dentured labor includes forced or indentured
child labor.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, on be-
half of the chairman of the Armed
Services Committee, Mr. THURMOND, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that Richard
Voter, a military fellow in the office of
Senator WARNER, be granted floor
privileges for the duration of the Sen-
ate debate on S. 2057, the Defense Au-
thorization Act.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is ordered.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, the
chairman of our committee, the distin-
guished ranking member, and myself
are trying the best we can to accommo-
date a number of Senators. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota is anxious to
speak in relation to one of the pending
amendments by the Senator from Ar-
kansas.

I ask unanimous consent that follow-
ing the Senator from Minnesota, the
Senator from California be recognized
for the purpose of another amendment,
and then we will take it from there.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that I may be per-
mitted to proceed for up to 5 minutes
as in morning business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the unanimous consent re-
quest?

Without objection, it is so ordered.
f

THE FIGHT AGAINST BREAST
CANCER

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, I see
the Senator from California on the
floor and I would like to give her what-
ever part of my time that might be left
because this is in regard to legislation
that I think is so important. It is im-
portant for the psychology of the
women of America who, unfortunately,
will be diagnosed with breast cancer. It
is important in their medical treat-
ment. It is important to their families.
It is important to the community. It is
important to let people know we are
serious in our battle to win the fight
against breast cancer and to see that
those who are diagnosed get the proper
treatment and don’t have some medical
plan or medical director who says
that—as a result of the ERISA laws
passed more than 20 years ago—we
don’t have to provide you basic cov-
erage; we don’t have to say that recon-
structive surgery is covered. And, in-
deed, we have had plans today in Amer-
ica where millions of women face being
denied basic coverage as it relates to
cancer and its treatment and the re-
constructive surgery that is necessary.

On January 30, 1997, Senator FEIN-
STEIN and myself, along with a dozen or
more colleagues—now 21—introduced
the Women’s Health and Cancer Rights
Act. We have amended that and, in-
deed, put some provisions aside, and we
have reduced it to two main parts. No.
1, no bean counter, no statistician can
set an arbitrary limit on the length of
time that a woman takes after a medi-
cal procedure for breast cancer. Some
plans limit her stay to 24 hours. Imag-
ine that. If there are complications, it
is too bad. She and her family then
have to pay for any longer stay. That is
unconscionable. The decision in terms
of the length of stay should be predi-
cated upon the needs of that patient.
That determination should be made ac-
cording to the medical necessity and
by her physician, not some bean
counter who arbitrarily looks at a pol-
icy and says, ‘‘We won’t pay for more
than 24 hours.’’ We say that decision
should be made as the medical neces-
sity requires.

The second major provision of that
bill is that reconstructive surgery will
not be treated as something optional or
cosmetic. Let me refer to the case of a
young woman. This past February, not
that long ago, her doctor called me. Dr.
Wider of Long Island said to me,
‘‘Janet Franquet, a 31-year-old woman,
needs a radical mastectomy. When I
contacted her medical plan, the medi-
cal director said that they would not
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